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I want to begin a long way from Phoenicia: in Ireland, at the end of Brian 
Friel’s play Translations, which was first performed at the Guildhall in Derry 
in 1980.' We are in a schoolroom in Baile Beag, the “small town” in County 
Donegal in which Friel set many of his plays. The year is 1833, shortly after 
the British have established a system of National Schools, with English as 
the language of instruction, as an alternative to these more informal “hedge 
schools” that taught in Irish. Even more recently a group of British soldiers 
have arrived in Baile Beag as part of the new Ordnance Survey of Ireland, 
which is replacing every Irish place name with an English equivalent, and a 
lieutenant called George Yolland has gone missing after a dance. The wrath 
of the British Army descends on the town as a whole, and Captain Lancey 
has just announced that unless information as to the whereabouts of the 
young man is forthcoming within twenty-four hours, all the livestock in 
the town will be shot, and that twenty-four hours later the settlement itself 
will be razed to the ground. Amidst the ensuing panic, the old schoolmaster 
Hugh O’Donnell remains on stage with his old students Maire and Jimmy 
Jack, and a few drinks inside him. He leaves his pupils and the audience 
with the Roman poet Virgil’s description of Carthage, translating from 
Latin into Irish as he goes: 


Urbs antiqua fuit—there was an ancient city which, ’tis said, Juno loved 
above all the lands. And it was the goddess’s aim and cherished hope that 
here should be the capital of all nations—should the fates perchance allow 
that. Yet in truth she discovered that a race was springing from Trojan blood 
to overthrow some day these Tyrian towers—a people late regum belloque 
superbum—kings of broad realms and proud in war who would come forth 
for Lybia’s downfall—such was—such was the course—What the hell’s wrong 


with me? Sure I know it backways. I'll begin again... 


What are these lines from book 1 of the Aeneid doing in a play about 
the experience of British imperialism in Ireland? Friel is alluding here to an 
Irish intellectual fashion popular in Hugh’s younger days that postulated 
ancient Phoenician settlement on the island and influence on its culture, 
with some scholars even tracing the Irish language back to Phoenician. 
This theory encouraged people to interpret the British colonial occupation 
of Ireland in terms of the great struggle between noble Carthage and savage 
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Rome. And what’s awful here, what makes Hugh stumble in his translation, 
is that Virgil’s lament for Phoenician Carthage is in Latin; the story of the 
conquered can only be told in the language of the conqueror. Friel’s play 
was of course written in English.* 

It is not only Friel’s evocation of Irish Phoenicianism in his closing scene 
that makes Translations a good place for us to start: the play as a whole 
highlights the contingency of collective identity. When the English soldiers 
arrive, many of the townspeople offer them hospitality and even guarded 
friendship, more shocked to discover that the soldiers speak neither Irish, 
nor Latin, nor Greek, than by their mission to rename Irish places. There 
are mutterings of discontent, and rumors of serious resistance offstage, but 
these are prompted by the practical irritations of British rule, and the towns- 
people relate much more to their immediate surroundings than to Ireland 
as a whole. Hugh himself is attached to Irish among other languages, and 
his fondness for the traditions and history of Ireland is colored by alcohol 
and compromised by his ambition to take a job at one of the new National 
Schools. At the end of the play, he reminisces with Jimmy Jack about how 
they marched together for twenty-three miles to Sligo to take part in the 
1798 rebellion of the United Irishmen against the British: “Two young gal- 
lants with pikes across their shoulders and the Aeneid in their pockets,’ 
but then “in Phelan’s pub” homesickness overtook them, “the desiderium 
nostrorum—the need for our own.” They turned around and marched back. 
“Our pietas, James, was for older, quieter things.”! 

The only person who maintains a strongly resistant attitude to the Brit- 
ish on what seems to be principle is Hugh’s son Manus, an ambiguous 
character, superficially sympathetic, but also weak, jealous, and perhaps 
by the end of the play a murderer. His brother Owen, by contrast, just 
back from several years in Dublin and proud of his command of English, 
enthusiastically assists the renaming project. For him it is an exercise in 
modernizing a backward and somewhat embarrassing corner of his coun- 
try’s and his own past—until Captain Lancey’s announcement convinces 
him that he has made a terrible mistake. Owen’s Irish roots and affiliation 
emerge only under the pressure of a brutal foreign army, and his change 
of heart is jarring: a complex situation fades swiftly for him to black and 
white. The horrific turn of events does not affect everyone the same way. 
For most of Friel’s characters, being Irish is a sentiment based more on 
present circumstance than nature or conviction, when it is felt at all. What- 
ever the contingent reasons in this particular colonial context for their spe- 
cific self-conceptions, they remind us of the dangers of stamping ethnic 
labels on people who may themselves have felt ambivalent about or simply 
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uninterested in them, people whose own collective identities came, went, 
and in some cases never rose above the level of their own towns or even 
families. The Phoenicians, I will suggest in this book, constitute just such 
a case. 

The ancient Phoenicians have been credited with discovering everything 
from the pole star to the Cornish cream tea, and there is no doubt that 
sailors, traders, and settlers from the narrow strip of coast below Mount 
Lebanon that the Greeks labeled Phoenicia had a disproportionate impact 
on the ancient Mediterranean. Their heyday came after the collapse of the 
great powers of Hittite Anatolia, Kassite Babylonia, and Mycenaean Greece 
around 1200 BCE: merchants from Levantine ports including Tyre, Sidon, 
Byblos, and Beirut (fig. I.1) seized a new set of opportunities, trading cedar 
from Mount Lebanon, along with exquisite items crafted from metal, ivory, 
and glass, for raw metals from the west. In the process they refined the 
art of navigation and—so it was said—taught the Greeks another of their 
inventions, the alphabet.° They traveled the length of the Mediterranean 
and beyond (fig. 1.2), and from at least the ninth century BCE established 
new settlements from Cyprus on their doorstep to the Atlantic coast of 
Spain, long before the Greeks began to migrate west. The most famous of 
these western Phoenician settlements was Carthage, founded according to 
legend by the Tyrian princess Dido. Carthage became a major power in its 
own right, vying with Rome for supremacy in the west, and under Hanni- 
bal Barca almost winning it. The Greek historian Polybius, who witnessed 
Carthage’s final destruction by the Romans in 146 BCE, said that it seemed 
at the time to be the richest city in the world. 

Despite all this, Phoenician history and culture have traditionally been 
underappreciated by classical historians and archaeologists, who are more 
interested in the glory that was Greece and the grandeur that was Rome. 
The language is taught, when it is taught at all, in Near Eastern or Oriental 
studies departments; the material remains are often studied as biblical or 
prehistoric archaeology; and the lack of surviving literature means that 
the Phoenicians seem simply irrelevant to most classicists brought up on 
Greek and Latin texts. One of the rare exceptions in the English-speaking 
world was Miriam Balmuth, whose work on archaeology and numismatics 
regularly analyzed the Phoenician contribution to the history of Sardinia, 
Spain, and the Near East, as well as blazing a trail for later women scholars 
to walk in her wake; it was a great honor to give lectures at Tufts University 
on this topic in her name. 

However, my intention here is not simply to rescue the Phoenicians 
from their undeserved obscurity. Quite the opposite, in fact: ’m going to 
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1.1 The Levant and neighboring regions, with places mentioned in the text. The 
inset depicts the northwestern Levant and Cyprus in greater detail. 
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1.2 The western Mediterranean 
and neighboring regions, with 
places mentioned in the text. In- 
set a depicts the central Mediter- 
ranean; inset b the far west, and 
inset c Sicily and Sardinia. 
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start by making the case that they did not in fact exist as a self-conscious 
collective or “people.” The term “Phoenician” itself is a Greek invention, 
and there is no good evidence in our surviving ancient sources that these 
Phoenicians saw themselves, or acted, in collective terms above the level of 
the city or in many cases simply the family. The first and so far the only per- 
son known to have called himself a Phoenician in the ancient world was the 
Greek novelist Heliodorus of Emesa (modern Homs in Syria) in the third or 
fourth century CE, a claim made well outside the traditional chronological 
and geographical boundaries of Phoenician history, and one that I will in 
any case call into question later in this book. 

Instead, then, this book explores the communities and identities that 
were important to the ancient people we have learned to call Phoenicians, 
and asks why the idea of being Phoenician has been so enthusiastically ad- 
opted by other people and peoples—from ancient Greece and Rome, to the 
emerging nations of early modern Europe, to contemporary Mediterranean 
nation-states. It is these afterlives, I will argue, that provide the key to the 
modern conception of the Phoenicians as a “people.” As Ernest Gellner put 
it, “Nationalism is not the awakening of nations to self-consciousness: it in- 
vents nations where they do not exist”.’ In the case of the Phoenicians, I will 
suggest, modern nationalism invented and then sustained an ancient nation. 

Identities have attracted a great deal of scholarly attention in recent 
years, serving as the academic marginalia to a series of crucially important 
political battles for equality and freedom.* We have learned from these in- 
vestigations that identities are not simple and essential truths into which 
we are born, but that they are constructed by the social and cultural con- 
texts in which we live, by other people, and by ourselves—which is not to 
say that they are necessarily freely chosen, or that they are not genuinely 
and often fiercely felt: to describe something as imagined is not to dismiss 
it as imaginary.’ Our identities are also multiple: we identify and are identi- 
fied by gender, class, age, religion, and many other things, and we can be 
more than one of any of those things at once, whether those identities are 
compatible or contradictory.'° Furthermore, identities are variable across 
both time and space: we play—and we are assigned—different roles with 
different people and in different contexts, and they have differing levels of 
importance to us in different situations.” 

In particular, the common assumption that we all define ourselves as a 
member of a specific people or “ethnic group, a collective linked by shared 
origins, ancestry, and often ancestral territory, rather than simply by contem- 
porary political, social, or cultural ties, remains just that—an assumption.” 
It is also a notion that has been linked to distinctive nineteenth-century 
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European perspectives on nationalism and identity,’ and one that sits un- 
comfortably with counterexamples from other times and places.” 

The now-discredited categorization and labeling of African “tribes” by 
colonial administrators, missionaries, and anthropologists of the nineteenth 
and twentieth centuries provides many well-known examples, illustrating 
the way in which the “ethnic assumption” can distort interpretations of 
other people’s affiliations and self-understanding.’ The Banande of Zaire, 
for instance, used to refer to themselves simply as bayira (“cultivators” or 
“workers”), and it was not until the creation of a border between the British 
Protectorate of Uganda and the Belgian Congo in 1885 that they came to 
be clearly delineated from another group of bayira now called Bakonzo."® 
Even more strikingly, the Tonga of Zambia, as they were named by outsid- 
ers, did not regard themselves as a unified group differentiated from their 
neighbors, with the consequence that they tended to disperse and reassimi- 
late among other groups.’” Where such groups do have self-declared ethnic 
identities, they were often first imposed from without, by more powerful 
regional actors. The subsequent local adoption of those labels, and of the 
very concepts of ethnicity and tribe in some African contexts, illustrates 
the effects that external identifications can have on internal affiliations and 
self-understandings.* Such external labeling is not of course a phenom- 
enon limited to Africa or to Western colonialism: other examples include 
the ethnic categorization of the Miao and the Yao in Han China, and similar 
processes carried out by the state in the Soviet Union.” 

Such processes can be dangerous. When Belgian colonial authorities en- 
countered the central African kingdom of Rwanda, they redeployed labels 
used locally at the time to identify two closely related groups occupying 
different positions in the social and political hierarchy to categorize the 
population instead into two distinct “races” of Hutus (identified as the in- 
digenous farmers) and Tutsis (thought to be a more civilized immigrant 
population).”” This was not easy to do, and in 1930 a Belgian census at- 
tempting to establish which classification should be recorded on the iden- 
tity cards of their subjects resorted in some cases to counting cows: pos- 
session of ten or more made you a Tutsi.’ Between April and July 1994, 
more than half a million Tutsis were killed by Hutus, sometimes using their 
identity cards to verify the “race” of their victims. 

The ethnic assumption also raises methodological problems for historians. 
The fundamental difficulty with labels like “Phoenician” is that they offer an- 
swers to questions about historical explanation before they have even been 
asked. They assume an underlying commonality between the people they 
designate that cannot easily be demonstrated; they produce new identities 
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where they did not to our knowledge exist; and they freeze in time particular 
identities that were in fact in a constant process of construction, from inside 
and out. As Paul Gilroy has argued, “ethnic absolutism” can homogenize 
what are in reality significant differences.” These labels also encourage his- 
torical explanation on a very large and abstract scale, focusing attention on 
the role of the putative generic identity at the expense of more concrete, 
conscious, and interesting communities and their stories, obscuring in this 
case the importance of the family, the city, and the region, not to mention the 
marking of other social identities such as gender, class, and status. In sum, 
they provide too easy a way out of actually reading the historical evidence. 

As a result, recent scholarship tends to see ethnicity not as a timeless fact 
about a region or group, but as an ideology that emerges at certain times, in 
particular social and historical circumstances, and, especially at moments 
of change or crisis: at the origins of a state, for instance, or after conquest, 
or in the context of migration, and not always even then.” In some cases, 
we can even trace this development over time: James C. Scott cites the 
example of the Cossacks on Russia’s frontiers, people used as cavalry by 
the tsars, Ottomans, and Poles, who “were, at the outset, nothing more and 
nothing less than runaway serfs from all over European Russia, who accu- 
mulated at the frontier. They became, depending on their locations, differ- 
ent Cossack “hosts”: the Don (for the Don River basin) Cossacks, the Azov 
(Sea) Cossacks, and so on.”4 

Ancient historians and archaeologists have been at the forefront of these 
new ethnicity studies, emphasizing the historicity, flexibility, and varying 
importance of ethnic identity in the ancient Mediterranean.” They have 
described, for instance, the emergence of new ethnic groups such as the 
Moabites and Israelites in the Near East in the aftermath of the collapse of 
the Bronze Age empires and the “crystallisation of commonalities” among 
Greeks in the Archaic period.” They have also traced subsequent changes 
in the ethnic content and formulation of these identifications: in relation 
to “Hellenicity” for example, scholars have delineated a shift in the fifth 
century BCE from an “aggregative” conception of Greek identity founded 
largely on shared history and traditions to a somewhat more oppositional 
approach based on distinction from non-Greeks, especially Persians, and 
then another in the fourth century BCE, when Greek intellectuals them- 
selves debated whether Greekness should be based on a shared past or on 
shared culture and values in the contemporary world.”” By the Hellenistic 
period, at least in Egypt, the term “Hellene” (Greek) was in official docu- 
ments simply an indication of a privileged tax status, and those so labeled 
could be Jews, Thracians—or, indeed, Egyptians.” 
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Despite all this fascinating work, there is a danger that the consider- 
able recent interest in the production, mechanisms, and even decline of 
ancient ethnicity has obscured its relative rarity. Striking examples of the 
construction of ethnic groups in the ancient world do not of course mean 
that such phenomena became the norm.” There are good reasons to sup- 
pose in principle that without modern levels of literacy, education, commu- 
nication, mobility, and exchange, ancient communal identities would have 
tended to form on much smaller scales than those at stake in most modern 
discussions of ethnicity, and that without written histories and genealo- 
gies people might have placed less emphasis on the concepts of ancestry 
and blood-ties that at some level underlie most identifications of ethnic 
groups.” And in practice, the evidence suggests that collective identities 
throughout the ancient Mediterranean were indeed largely articulated at 
the level of city-states and that notions of common descent or historical 
association were rarely the relevant criterion for constructing “groupness” 
in these communities: in Greek cities, for instance, mutual identification 
tended to be based on political, legal, and, to a limited extent, cultural cri- 
teria,*! while the Romans famously emphasized their mixed origins in their 
foundation legends and regularly manumitted their foreign slaves, whose 
descendants then became full Roman citizens.” 

This means that some of the best-known “peoples” of antiquity may 
not actually have been peoples at all. Recent studies have shown that such 
familiar groups as the Celts of ancient Britain and Ireland and the Minoans 
of ancient Crete were essentially invented in the modern period by the 
archaeologists who first studied or “discovered” them,*’ and even the col- 
lective identity of the Greeks can be called into question. As S. Rebecca 
Martin has recently pointed out, “there is no clear recipe for the archetypal 
Hellene,’ and despite our evidence for elite intellectual discussion of the na- 
ture of Greekness, it is questionable how much “being Greek” meant to most 
Greeks: less, no doubt, than to modern scholars.** The Phoenicians, I will 
suggest in what follows, fall somewhere in the middle—unlike the Minoans 
or the Atlantic Celts, there is ancient evidence for a conception of them as 
a group, but unlike the Greeks, this evidence is entirely external—and they 
provide another good case study of the extent to which an assumption of a 
collective identity in the ancient Mediterranean can mislead.* 

The book falls into three parts, expanded versions of the three Balmuth 
lectures I gave at Tufts. The first contrasts the familiar picture of the 
Phoenicians as a coherent people or culture with the very different story 
told by our ancient sources. Chapter 1 situates the modern image of the 
Phoenician people in the rhetoric and politics of the modern era. I begin 


xxii ¢ Introduction 


in twentieth century Lebanon and Tunisia, where new nation-states found 
it helpful to invoke the Phoenicians as literal and spiritual ancestors, and 
argue that such modern uses of the ancient Phoenicians rely on an under- 
lying conceptualization of the Phoenicians themselves as a “nation,” which 
was in itself a relatively new idea, a product of nationalist interpretations 
of antiquity in nineteenth-century Europe. 

In chapter 2, I show that the ancient evidence for self-identification as 
what we would call an ethnic group is by contrast very weak. Although 
we have more than ten thousand inscriptions in Phoenician, almost all of 
which are votive or funerary, and so identify a dedicant or defunct, they 
identify that person according to their family relationships, or, occasion- 
ally, their cities or islands of origin. We have no evidence before late an- 
tiquity of people referring to themselves as Phoenician, or using any other 
collective self-description, or for a sense of shared ancestry, origins, or na- 
tive land. In chapter 3, I turn from internal to external perceptions, and in 
particular to the literature of the Greeks and Romans to show that even 
when they defined “Phoenicians” as a collective, they used the term as a 
rather vague label invoking a variety of social and cultural distinctions, in- 
cluding linguistic differences, rather than to denote a distinct ethnic group 
linked by history, territory, or descent. 

In the second part, I move on from texts to objects and practice, look- 
ing at how Phoenician-speaking people acted and interacted, at home and 
abroad, without starting from the assumption that they were acting as a 
“people.” My argument in chapter 4 is that there is no evidence from mate- 
rial culture for a larger Phoenician civilization or identity until Carthage 
began to mint coinage at the end of the fifth century BCE depicting a palm 
tree (in Greek, phoinix). Even this, however, was not so much an embrace 
of collective identity as the exploitation of an external notion of Phoenicity 
to consolidate Carthage’s growing regional power. I look particularly at 
the effects of settlement overseas, since it is sometimes suggested that dis- 
tance strengthens identities based on a common homeland, but although 
Levantine communities throughout the Mediterranean engaged in a great 
deal of cultural and technological exchange with each other, these ties were 
partial and ambivalent, and they also cultivated associations with many 
other peoples and places. 

At the same time, the dynamics of migration did produce new sets of 
cultural and political links between subsets of Phoenician-speakers that 
transcended familial, professional, and civic ties. In the rest of part 2, I ex- 
plore two examples of group-making in the religious sphere: the cult of 
Baal Hammon (chapter 5), which from the eighth century BCE separated 
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a relatively small group of migrants from the Levant and tied them closely 
to each other through the practice of child sacrifice, and the cult of Melqart 
(chapter 6), which from at least the fourth century BCE linked a much 
larger number of migrant communities throughout the west back to the 
homeland. Carthage was a central player in both these communities, and I 
will make the case that the new level of political, religious, and cultural in- 
terconnection across the Phoenician-speaking Mediterranean in the fourth 
century coincided conveniently, again, with that city’s rise to imperial 
power. 

The final part of this book is about the vivid afterlives of these phantom 
Phoenicians. I will argue that despite the view taken in most textbooks that 
Phoenician history comes to an end with the conquests of Alexander in 
the east and the destruction of Carthage in the west, interest in Phoenician 
culture and the Phoenician past actually increased in the Hellenistic and 
Roman periods. This interest was however driven by outsiders’ perceptions 
in the east (chapter 7) and the west (chapter 8), and it was premised on cul- 
tural identification rather than ethnic identity. While the original Levantine 
cities and settlements remained focused on their own local past and local 
disputes, “Phoenicianisms” were used both to contest and to promote the 
imperial power of larger states. 

This was a pattern that continued in later European history, when iden- 
tifications with the Phoenicians featured regularly in the construction of 
national identities from the early modern period. My final chapter traces 
another set of examples that takes us back to the beginning: the inter- 
twined identifications with the Phoenicians by English and Irish intellectu- 
als from the sixteenth to the twentieth century. English intellectual fan- 
tasies established historical roots and authority for the Kingdom of Great 
Britain in a Phoenician past, while as we have seen, Irish scholars used 
imagined Phoenician settlement on their island to oppose British impe- 
rial ambitions there. Long before the era of nation-states—and the modern 
scholarly accounts of the Phoenicians themselves as a “nation” with which 
I begin—the Phoenicians were contributing to nationalist ideologies and 
being constructed by them. 

There is one very obvious objection to my basic approach here, which 
is that in arguing that ancient Phoenician-speakers rarely if ever identi- 
fied themselves as such, I am arguing from silence. A lack of evidence for 
collective identity is not evidence for its absence, especially when we have 
no surviving Phoenician literature and relatively little material evidence at 
all. Some would argue that the loss of the kind of literary sources in which 
Phoenicians would have more naturally expressed and explored larger 
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communal identities gives us a false impression of their self-understandings, 
although there is no positive indication that such literature ever in fact ex- 
isted in Phoenician, and I suggest in this book that a lack of shared identity 
may even explain why it never developed. Others would make the even 
stronger point that the major coastal cities of the Levant were built around 
good ports that mostly survive to this day, obscuring the ancient levels, 
and even where they have been exposed—as at the sites of ancient Tyre— 
excavation has understandably tended to stop at the spectacular Roman 
levels. And although the material evidence from the western Mediterranean 
is more abundant, it is poorly published and understood, and even the ex- 
tensive epigraphic record is almost entirely composed of formulaic dedica- 
tions from sanctuaries. A chance find of a new inscription could produce a 
self-identified ancient Phoenician tomorrow. 

Mine is not, however, so much an argument from silence as an argument 
for silence: a silence that can open up other spaces of investigation. I can- 
not demonstrate that no one in the ancient Mediterranean ever thought of 
her- or himself as Phoenician, nor will I try to do so. But without positive 
evidence for such a collective identification, I will insist that we cannot 
arbitrarily adopt one as our working assumption. We don’t have to plaster 
over this gap in our knowledge by applying an arbitrary label according to 
our own taste: we can choose instead to attend to the evidence that we do 
have and to the stories it tells. This book is not about the lack of evidence 
for Phoenician identity; it is about what we can do with that fact. 

I should also emphasize right from the start that the suggestion that 
the Phoenicians were not a self-conscious collective, or even a clearly 
delineated historical civilization, is not new: this point has been made in 
a variety of ways in recent years by a large number of scholars, including 
Claude Baurain, Corinne Bonnet, Eduardo Ferrer Albelda, Giuseppe 
Garbati, Helena Pastor Borgofion, Tatiana Pedrazzi, Jonathan Prag, Michael 
Sommer, Erik van Dongen, Nicholas Vella and Paolo Xella.*° My work is 
deeply indebted to theirs, as it attempts to extend it in space, across the 
whole of the Mediterranean, in time, from the Bronze Age to late antiquity, 
and in scope, to suggest a series of alternative modes of identification and 
association among Phoenician-speakers in the ancient world, as well as by 
contextualizing the modern idea of the Phoenicians in nationalist discourse. 

It is a pleasure to acknowledge the numerous debts I have accumulated 
over the course of this project. First and foremost, I want to thank Bruce 
and Becky Hitchner, Noah Barrientos, and everyone else at Tufts for mak- 
ing me so welcome when I delivered the Balmuth Lectures there in 2012. 
I owe particular thanks to Bruce for the invitation, for the interest he has 
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taken in the project before and after the lectures, and for his helpful com- 
ments on the first draft of this book. 

As I have explored a wide range of topics within and beyond “Phoenician 
studies” in relation to this project, I have also benefited greatly from the ad- 
vice, ideas, questions, and unpublished papers of many generous friends and 
colleagues, including (in addition to those mentioned below) Maria Giulia 
Amadasi Guzzo, Ana Arancibia Roman, Stefan Ardeleanu, Piero Bartoloni, 
Imed Ben Jerbania, Lisa Bendall, Sven Betjes, Amelie Beyhum, Corinne 
Bonnet, Annelies Cazemier, Angelos Chaniotis, Moheddine Chaouali, 
Bruno D’Andrea, Helen Dixon, Roald Docter, Avraham Faust, Lisa Fentress, 
Ahmed Ferjaoui, Eduardo Ferrer Albelda, Peta Fowler, Suzanne Frey-Kupper, 
Giuseppe Garbati, Brien Garnand, Carlos Gomez Bellard, Joseph Greene, 
Jonathan Hall, Stephen Heyworth, Susan Hitch, Katherine Ibbett, Alicia 
Jiménez, Kostis Kourelis, Robin Lane Fox, José Luis Lopez Castro, John Ma, 
Emanuele Madrigali, Patchen Markell, Andrew Meadows, Richard Miles, 
Barack Monnickendam-Givon, Teresa Morgan, Barbel Morstadt, Ana Maria 
Niveau de Villedary y Marifias, Matthew Nicholls, Ida Oggiano, Adriano 
Orsingher, Emanuele Papi, Raj Patel, Nicholas Purcell, Yousif Qasmiyeh, 
Eugene Rogan, Andrea Roppa, Philipp von Rummel, Héléne Sader, Brian 
Schmidt, Lucia Sheikho, Bert Smith, Rosalind Thomas, Claire Weeda, Tim 
Whitmarsh, Andrew Wilson, Greg Woolf, Liv Yarrow, and José Angel 
Zamora Lopez. I am especially grateful to Irad Malkin, whose generous 
commentary and friendly skepticism have fostered this project from begin- 
ning to end, and to my longtime collaborator Jonathan Prag, for his advice, 
ideas, photography, and encyclopedic memory for bibliography. 

I have also received a great deal of practical help along the way from my 
Oxford colleagues at Worcester College, in the Faculty of Classics, and in 
the Humanities Division, as well as from that other great Oxford institu- 
tion, Combibos Coffee House. I finished a first draft of this book during a 
period of leave funded by a Zvi Meitar/Vice-Chancellor Oxford University 
Research Prize in the Humanities, and I am very grateful to Mr Meitar and 
to the university for that opportunity. I also owe particular thanks to Lorne 
Thyssen for support in various Phoenician endeavors, and to Fiona Thyssen 
for giving me a quiet and beautiful place to write at a crucial stage in the 
development of the argument I present. And at a greater distance now, I 
am still thankful for the broad training and wide horizons provided by the 
Ancient History and Mediterranean Archaeology doctoral program at the 
University of California, Berkeley, and to my PhD supervisor Erich Gruen 
and the other members of my committee, Andrew Stewart and Mia Fuller, 
who all remain personal and intellectual inspirations. 
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I have tried out some of my ideas in talks at a number of universities— 
Bristol, Brown, Cambridge, Malaga, Oxford, and Princeton—as well as 
at a colloquium at El Khroub (Constantine) organized by the Algerian 
Haut-Commissariat a l’amazighité, and I am very grateful for those invita- 
tions, and for the comments and questions I received on those occasions. 
I have also benefited from participation in the Spanish research project 
“La construccion de la identidad fenicia en el Imperio romano” (HAR2010- 
14893), financed by the Ministerio de Economia y Competitividad, Spain, 
and directed by Manuel Alvarez Marti-Aguilar. 

A significant number of the arguments proposed in this book have also 
been discussed in essays and articles along the way, most of which were 
collaborative publications.*” I owe a huge debt of gratitude to my coau- 
thors, Daniel Hadas, Bob Kerr, Matthew McCarty, Neil McLynn, Valentina 
Melchiorri, Peter van Dommelen, Nick Vella, and Paolo Xella, not only for 
the expertise that they brought to those publications, but for the lengthy 
and illuminating discussions that went into producing them and the many 
other ways in which they have all helped me with this project. 

As this book reached a conclusion, Ilya Afanasyev, Manuel Alvarez 
Marti-Aguilar, Olivier Hekster, Alfred Hirt, Tamar Hodos, Wissam Khalil, 
Katy Mullin, Miri Rubin, Scott Scullion, and Mark Woolmer read final chap- 
ter drafts, sometimes two or three; and Denis Feeney, Henry Hurst, Carolina 
Lopez-Ruiz, Becky Martin, and Peter van Dommelen read the whole text. 
I can’t thank them and the readers for Princeton University Press enough 
for the improvements their comments have made; I can only apologize that 
I have not taken all of their excellent advice. Alex Wilson helped me put 
together the final manuscript, saving me from a number of mistakes at 
the last minute; he and Aneurin Ellis-Evans helped me acquire the images 
and permission to publish them; and Tzveta Manolova made sketches for 
several of the maps. I am very grateful to them all, as Iam to my editor Rob 
Tempio for his help, encouragement, and excellent company, to Ellen Foos, 
Matt Rohal, and Ryan Mulligan for shepherding the manuscript through 
the press with great patience and cordiality, to Beth Giantagna for unflap- 
pable copyediting, and to Jan Williams for compiling the index. 

My final thanks must, however, go to my family, and in particular to my 
parents, Richard and Christine; to my stepfather, Jim; to my parents-in-law 
Biddy and Henry; and to my husband Christopher, who read endless drafts 
as I worked on this book, and made me a lot of tea. I couldn’t have written 
it without him, Ptolemy, and Andromache. Naturally none of those listed 
here should be taken to endorse my arguments and interpretations, espe- 
cially the cats, and I remain responsible for the remaining errors. 
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I have tried as far as I can in what follows to retain the tone of the 
Balmuth lectures, which were delivered to a refreshingly mixed group 
of students, graduates, and faculty from a range of disciplines across the 
humanities and social sciences. This is not therefore primarily a book for 
specialists—who will already know the evidence presented here and will 
have their own views on my interpretation of it—nor is it a textbook; in- 
stead, what I present is a set of hypotheses, inviting debate and dissent. 
This means that the book necessarily gives only a very partial perspective 
on Phoenician history and geography, relying on examples and case stud- 
ies rather than exhaustive description and catalogue. Two of the bigger 
and more regrettable geographical gaps are Cyprus and the far western 
Mediterranean: for the latter, see now Celestino and Lopez-Ruiz (2016). For 
those who would like to know more about the people and places discussed 
in this book, the most up-to-date syntheses of research on Phoenician his- 
tory and archaeology are Bondi et al. (2009), Elayi (2013), and Morstadt 
(2015). English language overviews include Markoe (2000), Aubet (2001), 
Woolmer (2011), and, with a particular emphasis on Carthage and the west, 
Lancel (1995), van Dommelen and Gomez Bellard (2008b), Hoyos (2010), 
and Miles (2010). Recent essay collections give a glimpse of current schol- 
arly preoccupations: Jiménez (2010), Xella (2013b), Quinn and Vella (2014b), 
and Garbati and Pedrazzi (2015). Translations are my own unless otherwise 
indicated; names in English of places and people are those that seem to me 
most familiar, and therefore least distracting. 
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There Are No Camels in Lebanon 


We start again, this time in 1946, and this time in Phoenicia itself. Three 
years after Lebanon gained its independence from France, the young Druze 
socialist politician Kamal Joumblatt gave a lecture in Arabic at the Cénacle 
libanais, a newly established forum for writers and politicians in Beirut, on 
“My Mission as a Member of Parliament.” His speech ended in an appeal to 
“hope and confidence,” as he reminded his listeners that their new state’s 
glorious history dated back to the ancient Phoenicians: 


On this beautiful golden coast, which thousands of years ago witnessed the 
emergence of the first civic state, and the growth and diffusion of the first 
national idea, and the establishment of the first maritime empire, and the 
emergence of the first form of representative democratic government . .. in 
this rare spot in the world, where the sea and the mountain meet, embrace, 
and communicate... and in an internal national consciousness, as if Lebanon 
was self-conscious . . . in this country that has always been open to all the 
global intellectual currents of human civilization . . . in this ancient young 
country ... which gave the world values, ideas, men, institutions, and glory, 


it is right for us to be optimistic.”! 


Joumblatt’s approach to that crucial question for any young country— 
“Who are we?”—would have been very familiar to his listeners. “New 
Phoenicianism,’ or the idea that the modern Lebanese were the inheritors 
of an ancient Phoenician legacy, had been a significant political and cul- 
tural movement in Lebanon since the breakup of the Ottoman Empire, and 
it is one that has lasted in some quarters to the present day. Its fundamental 
claim is that the nation of Lebanon is a timeless entity, with a distinctive 
character and culture determined by its distinctive geography, and a his- 
tory going back to the city-states of the ancient Phoenicians, long before 
the arrival of the Arabs in the seventh century CE. 

The movement was originally championed by Christians, and in par- 
ticular Maronite Catholics, but Joumblatt’s words capture some of its most 
important aspects: on the one hand the glorification of the Phoenicians 
themselves, with an emphasis on their maritime achievements and their 
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contributions to world civilization, and on the other the connections and 
parallels between them and the modern Lebanese, with an emphasis on 
the unique geography they shared. But Joumblatt does not just connect the 
Phoenicians with his new nation through history and geography; he makes 
them responsible for the idea of the nation itself, reflecting the underlying 
premise of this modern Phoenician rhetoric that the ancient Phoenicians 
too formed a coherent “people” or national community. 

This chapter argues that the modern notion of the Phoenicians as a 
people with a shared history, culture, and identity—found in modern text- 
books and scholarship as well as in postcolonial political rhetoric about 
Phoenician forebears—is the product of relatively recent European nation- 
alist ideologies. I then turn in the rest of part 1 to the difficulties of reconcil- 
ing this modern picture with the fragmentary ancient evidence. Lebanese 
Phoenicianism is a good place to start, a striking case study in the way in 
which we moderns can bend the ancient world to our own experiences, and 
to our nationalist assumptions and ideologies, including the notions that 
ethnic identities are natural, timeless facts and that ancient “nations” can 
and even should map onto nation-states. 


THE YOUNG PHOENICIANS 


The idea that the modern Lebanese were the inheritors of a Phoenician 
legacy was originally suggested by Lebanese scholars in the nineteenth 
century.’ The Maronite Catholic historian Tannus al-Shidyaq made the 
first explicit association between Phoenicia and Lebanon, and between 
the mountain and the sea, in his History of the Notables of Mount Lebanon 
(1859): his first chapter, on the borders and populations of Lebanon, dis- 
cusses the location and population of Mount Lebanon and then those of 
the “Phoenician cities of Lebanon” (mudun lubnan al-finiqiyya).* The idea 
that the Lebanese were in some sense Phoenician quickly gained traction 
in the early twentieth century among emigrant Lebanese communities in 
Egypt and the United States, aided by US government documents published 
in 1911 defining new immigrants from the Syrian coast not as Arabs, but as 
Christian descendants of the Phoenicians.* 

It only became popular in Lebanon itself, however, in the aftermath of 
the First World War. In the context of the collapse of the Ottoman Empire, 
which had held the region since the sixteenth century, and as the European 
powers carved up the Middle East, a loose collection of entrepreneurs, in- 
tellectuals, and political activists became fascinated by the idea of a link 
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with their celebrated ancient predecessors. It was a largely urban, bour- 
geois, francophone grouping—one that saw the Phoenicians as natural 
merchants and champions of protocapitalist free enterprise.’ These “young 
Phoenicians” were not for the most part churchgoers, but they tended to 
have a Catholic education and perspective—most of them were themselves 
Maronites, and almost all, including Kamal Joumblatt, had attended the 
Jesuit Université Saint-Joseph in Beirut, where French missionaries had 
long encouraged the study of local pre-Islamic history and languages.° They 
also relied to a significant degree on the work of French and francophone 
scholars, including those at the Université Saint-Joseph itself.’ 

Central to the ideology of the young Phoenicians was the conviction 
that Lebanon and the Lebanese were not Arab. They emphasized instead 
their metaphorical, spiritual, and sometimes even literal descent from 
much earlier inhabitants of their distinctive geographical space, where 
Mount Lebanon cuts off the coastal strip from the rest of Syria, a region 
they always characterized as peculiarly western or Mediterranean by 
contrast with the Arabs farther east: “there are no camels in Lebanon,’ as 
the slogan goes.’ They argued among other things that the language spo- 
ken in Lebanon was influenced as much by the local ancient languages 
of Phoenician, Aramaic, and Syriac as by colloquial Arabic, and the poet 
Said Akl, who died in November 2014 at the age of 103, even invented 
an alphabet based on Latin rather than Arabic letters in which to write 
this “Lebanese” language.’ This rejection of Arab heritage was a long-lived 
phenomenon: as late as the 1950s, the widely respected Maronite historian 
Philip Hitti, who taught at Princeton and Harvard, noted that “according 
to anthropological researches, the prevailing type among the Lebanese— 
Maronites and Druzes—is the short-headed brachycephalic one . . . in strik- 
ing contrast to the long-headed type prevailing among the Bedouins of the 
Syrian Desert and the North Arabians.’ 

New Phoenicianism was closely connected with the broader, and also 
largely Maronite, struggle for a Lebanese state separate from Syria and 
the wider Arab world.” The Phoenicians provided an attractive prototype 
and parallel for the new state as well as a convenient alternative to Arab 
origins, but they also played another very specific role in this Lebanist 
rhetoric. Within the Ottoman Empire, the area of Mount Lebanon itself 
had formed a majority Maronite Mutasarrifate or privileged administrative 
region since 1861, alongside a series of other Levantine provinces and sub- 
provinces that included the coastal cities (fig. 1.1). With the whole of that 
empire on the negotiating table at Versailles in 1919, most “Lebanists” were 
arguing for the extension of the old Mutasarrifate to form a new state of 
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1.1 The Ottoman Mutasarrifate of Mount Lebanon (1861), and Greater Lebanon 
under French Mandate (1920). 


“Greater Lebanon” under a French mandate, which would also include the 
traditionally Muslim areas of the Bekaa Valley to the east and the cities of 
Tripoli, Tyre, Sidon, and Beirut to the west. But to make the case for Greater 
Lebanon as the natural answer to the national question, the Lebanists had 
to tie together Mount Lebanon, the traditional home in modern times of 
both the Maronites and the Druze, and the Mediterranean coast, where 
the ancient Phoenicians built their cities. They did so by positing on the 
one hand a natural economic relationship between the mountain and 
the sea, and on the other a long-standing historical connection between the 
Phoenicians and Maronites that preceded and then by-passed the Arabs: 
the Maronites had assimilated with the Phoenician coastal population on 
Mount Lebanon in the sixth century CE, converting them to Christianity 
along the way.” 

The neo-Phoenician movement coalesced around the short-lived journal 
La revue phénicienne, published for just four issues in 1919, and strongly 
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Lebanist in its politics. The first issue appeared in July, immediately after 
the signing of the Treaty of Versailles on June 28, and at a stage when the 
future of Lebanon itself and its future relationship to both Syria and France 
were still quite unclear. The contributors were for the most part Beiruti 
businessmen,” and much of the issue was devoted to the economy: the fi- 
nancial case for Greater or “natural” Lebanon, the country’s resources, the 
hotel and tobacco industries, the problems of small businesses, and the re- 
provisioning of Beirut. Plenty of space was given to political issues as well: 
the advantages of a French mandate, the disadvantages of the American 
King-Crane Commission sent to investigate local attitudes to the partition- 
ing of the Ottoman Empire, and the proper basis of a state. There was also 
local history, literature, literary commentary, and a diatribe by a medical 
professor against the corset. 

Naturally, the Phoenicians were also present. The issue begins with an 
introductory page attributed to “L’histoire; presumably written by the 
editor, Charles Corm, outlining the Phoenicians’ history, character, and 
achievements. They were above all men of the sea, sailing as far as Great 
Britain; liberal, peaceful; bringing the world civilization, commerce, and 
industry. Although the author understands that the city-states of the “land” 
(contrée) of Phoenicia were politically autonomous, he presents them as 
united not only by a common culture but by a common proto-monotheism 
and unusual rituals: “they all worshipped a higher Divinity to whom they 
sacrificed human victims.” In another article, Jacques Tabet goes further, 
describing la Phénicie as a “country” (pays) and suggesting that in the tenth 
century the rest of “the Phoenician people” (le peuple phénicien) had recog- 
nized the supremacy of King Abibaal of Tyre—about whom we in fact know 
barely anything beyond his name—whereby he “brought about the political 
unification of Phoenicia.” The historical importance of this entirely spec- 
ulative point becomes clear in the essay on the King-Crane Commission 
signed by “Caf Remime’” (that is, the letters KRM, or “Corm” in Phoenician 
script): “we want this nation [of Lebanon] because it has always come first 
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in all the pages of our history: 


A PHOENICIAN NATION 


Phoenicianism was by no means the only nationalist movement in the 
early-twentieth-century Middle East to identify with the great civilizations 
of the past, and through them with the Mediterranean and the West. Other 
examples include Pharaonism in Egypt, Assyrianism and Arameanism 
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in Syria, and Canaanism in Palestine, whose adherents looked back to a 
“Phoenician-Hebrew” Mediterranean civilization dating to the time of King 
David and King Solomon that colonized the west, a model that was used 
both for and against Zionism.” Furthermore, in Lebanon itself supporters 
of a “Greater Syria” rather than an independent Lebanon could also ap- 
peal to the Canaanites as forebears, and even as the inventors of national 
sentiments,'® and there were also Christian as well as Muslim supporters 
of an even larger Arab nationalism who argued, with the Greek historian 
Herodotus, that the Phoenicians were immigrants from the Arabian pen- 
insula, and therefore that they actually provided Lebanon with an Arab 
heritage.” 

Why was ancient history so important to these modern political move- 
ments? In all these cases, not only nation-states but national identities of 
any kind were a recent import from Europe in a region where polities had 
previously taken quite different forms and where “identity realms were 
more local and limited: the family, village, church and so forth”*? Much 
recent scholarship has emphasized that nations are not a “natural” form of 
social organization, but a constructed one; in the words of Caspar Hirschi, 
they are “not formed by ‘objective’ criteria like common territory, language, 
habits, ancestry, fate, etc. but by the common belief in such criteria?” Even 
when geographical, linguistic, or biological links between people do persist 
over time, it is the communal choice to recognize and value them (or some 
of them) that creates a national identity. And to justify a new and unfamil- 
iar collective identity, national movements had to create new, shared myths 
of origin and historical memories for all their citizens. As Eric Hobsbawm 
puts it, “Nations are historically novel entities pretending to have existed 
for a very long time.” Appeals to ancient ancestors served to distinguish 
aspiring nations from their neighbors (especially their Arab neighbors), “to 
highlight their own cultural uniqueness, and emphasize the historical kin- 
ship of their own community.” And as James C. Scott has remarked of 
another historical context, the result “is a historical fable that projects the 
nation and its dominant people backward, obscuring discontinuity, con- 
tingency, and fluid identities. Such accounts serve, as Walter Benjamin re- 
minded us, to naturalize the progression and necessity of the state in gen- 
eral and the nation-state in particular?” 

The reliance of successful nationalism in the present on the perception 
of a shared past was emphasized at the time by the French orientalist Ernest 
Renan, in one of the first descriptions of the “nation” as a construct rather 
than a natural fact. In a lecture in Paris in 1882, Renan asked, “Qu’est-ce 
qu’une nation?” (What is a nation?) and found his answer not in blood 
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or descent, but in a collective will and collective memories: “A nation is a 
soul, a spiritual principle. Two things, which to tell the truth are but one, 
constitute this soul, this spiritual principle. One is in the past, the other in 
the present. One is the possession in common of a rich legacy of memories; 
the other is consent in the here and now, the desire to live together, the will 
to preserve the value of the heritage that has been collectively received?” 
For Renan, these “memories” were not necessarily real, and he also em- 
phasized the importance of forgetfulness in the creation of a national con- 
sciousness: “The essence of a nation is that all its members have a great 
amount in common, and also that they have all forgotten a great deal” 
This nostalgic combination of present consent and creative memories is 
exactly what the neo-Phoenicians in Lebanon cultivated as they saw their 
new nation into being, and for some of them at least, this tactic was self- 
conscious and explicit: in 1935, the banker and politician Michel Chiha 
noted with approval “the conception of Renan . .. who sees the formation 
of a nation as nothing but the will of the inhabitants of that nation” and that 
“the principle of Lebanism rests in the exaltation of a glorious past [and] in 


that of an entirely abstract desire for cohesion.””’ 


THE FRENCH MANDATE 


In April 1920, the Treaty of Sevres handed control of Syria, including 
Lebanon, to France, and from September 1920 “Greater Lebanon” was ad- 
ministered as a separate state within the French “Mandate for Syria and the 
Lebanon.” The French adoption of the Lebanist program is understandable: 
the desire to distinguish between Lebanon and Syria played into the hands 
of their colonial policy to encourage local identities such as Phoenician and 
Lebanese at the expense of the larger and potentially more troublesome 
contemporary regional identities of Syrian and Arab. Like the Ottomans, 
the French found it useful to divide the region under their mandate into 
a number of mini-states, which also included entities for the Alawites, 
the Druze, and for the areas around Alexandretta, Aleppo, and Damascus 
(fig. 1.2).° 

The New Phoenicians flourished in politics, administration, business, 
and banking during the Mandate years, when it was thought that Lebanon 
could become the “Switzerland of the East? with its multiple languages, 
alpine tourism, and attractive financial services.*” French nationalist schol- 
arship continued to be central to their worldview: in 1934, for instance, 
Charles Corm dedicated his epic nationalist poem La montagne inspirée 
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1.2 Lebanon and Syria under the new French Mandate in 1920. 


to Maurice Barrés, who had popularized the notion that “soil, geography, 
and climate constituted the physical anchors of the nation,’ and to Victor 
Bérard, whose Les phéniciens et l’Odyssée (1902) portrayed the ancient 
Phoenicians as the source of Hellenic culture and presented the Odyssey 
as a work written from a Phoenician ship.*! At the same time, the French 
authorities in Lebanon actively encouraged associations with the Phoeni- 
cians. They issued coinage with images of a Phoenician ship, as featured 
on the ancient civic coinage of the region, and a cedar of Mount Lebanon 
(fig. 1.3), and planned two very different national museums, a Lebanese one 
focused on the Phoenicians, and a Syrian one showcasing the Islamic and 
Arab past.” When the former was inaugurated in Beirut in 1937, the front 
cover of the first issue of its journal boasted another Phoenician ship.** 

It is perhaps not surprising that at the beginning of the Mandate pe- 
riod there was an “effective boycott of the state by all but a handful of the 
Sunnite Muslims,’ but this faded over time,** and the New Phoenicians for 
their part gradually retreated from their strategy of privileging the French 
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1.3 Five-piastre coin minted in Lebanon under the French Mandate 
in 1940, depicting a ship and a cedar tree. 


language, Catholic faith, and Phoenician past above all else. Michel Chiha 
in particular, himself a Chaldean Catholic with a Melkite mother from an 
Iraqi family, argued that Lebanon was a land of many minorities, with 
many languages, and that the Phoenicians were just one of its past glories— 
though at times he still emphasized the great differences between Lebanon 
and the Arab world.* 

This downgrading of the importance of religion also helped explain 
away the obvious local problem with Lebanon’s timeless “national” past, 
that Lebanon had not operated as a nation in more recent centuries: with 
the coming of the Arabs, it was explained, a national sentiment had been 
transformed—temporarily and regrettably—into a religious one. As Chiha 
explained, “the principle of individual identity that, under Byzantine domi- 
nation, had been national (one was or was not a citizen of the Empire), 
became confessional.”** Or as Charles Corm put it slightly more poetically 
in La montagne inspirée: “At the beginnings of our history, before becoming 


Muslims or Christians, we were simply a single people united in a single 
2937 


glory. 

When independence from France was finally achieved in 1943 with the 
support of almost all Lebanese scholars and politicians whatever their de- 
clared race or religion, Lebanon was defined in its new National Pact as a 
country with an “Arab face,’* and in 1944, it became one of the founding 
members of the Arab League. Nonetheless, neo-Phoenicianism remained 
a useful ideology for the new Lebanese state: the Phoenician origins of 
Lebanon were now what made it unique, and uniquely pluralistic, within 
the larger community of Arab nations.*” Phoenician stories and symbols 
were adopted by urban elites of various confessional and political per- 
suasions; coins issued by the Lebanese Republic once again featured a 
Phoenician ship and the famous cedar of Lebanon (fig. 1.4); and from 1956, 
the annual International Festival of Baalbek became a major showcase for 
the country’s Phoenician past.” 

Lebanon was not alone in this postcolonial turn to an ancient Phoenician 
past, and the appeal of the comparison in states with a claim to Phoenician 
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1.4 Ten-piastre coin minted by the Lebanese Republic in 1955, 
depicting a cedar tree and a ship. 


heritage continues to the present day: in the spring of 2012, just before I 
delivered the Balmuth lectures, it emerged that two years earlier the aptly 
named Hannibal Qadhafi, fifth son of the Colonel and head of Libya’s 
General National Maritime Transport Corporation, had commissioned a 
personal cruise liner named the Phoenicia, with design features including 
marble columns, gold-framed mirrors and a 120-ton tank containing six 
sharks, along with a team of biologists to look after them.“ A more in- 
teresting comparison can, however, be made with Tunisia, where a form 
of Phoenicianism centered on the great western colony of Carthage also 
became popular after independence from France. 


NEW CARTHAGINIANS 


Under Ottoman hegemony from the sixteenth to nineteenth centuries, 
Tunisia’s history had been presented as purely Arabic, whereas from 1881, 
the French Protectorate emphasized instead the era of the Roman occupa- 
tion of North Africa, presenting the Romans as their imperial predeces- 
sors in the region—a confrontational approach very different from the one 
the French adopted in Lebanon.” By contrast, Tunisia’s two presidents 
in the era between independence in 1956 and revolution in 2011, Habib 
Bourguiba and Zine El-Abedine Ben Ali, who took office in a rather literal 
sense in 1987, made use of all of the region’s past, including its indigenous, 
Phoenician, Roman, and Islamic history, to characterize their own preferred 
version of its present.* 

The new state’s coat of arms featured a Phoenician ship (identified by 
the sign associated with the Carthaginian goddess Tinnit on its sail) as well 
as a pair of scales and a lion holding a sword, with the legend “freedom— 
order—justice,” represented by the ship, lion, and scales, respectively.“ 
Bourguiba built his presidential palace at Carthage, now a seaside suburb of 
Tunis, and encouraged regular arts festivals there, as well as the UNESCO 
“Save Carthage” archaeological campaigns of the 1970s. State celebrations 
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for the ancient city’s twenty-eighth centenary in 1986 happily coincided 
with thirty years of Tunisian independence. 

Under Ben Ali, and encouraged by the World Bank, Carthage was fur- 
ther developed for tourism and commercial purposes, and a “Carthageland” 
theme park was constructed an hour’s drive down the coast.* Ben Ali’s 
government also provided sponsorship for foreign exhibitions about 
Carthage, and in 1994-95, the traveling exhibit Les routes d’Hannibal rec- 
reated Hannibal’s march on Rome, using buses rather than elephants, 
and presenting fancy-dress episodes from Carthaginian history at stops 
in Tunis, Madrid, Cannes, and Rome.** Though largely promoted by gov- 
ernment propaganda and economic elites—the first commercial television 
channel in the country was Hannibal TV, launched in 2005—the association 
with Carthage still has wider social resonance in Tunisia, where the na- 
tional football team is nicknamed “the Eagles of Carthage.” 

Tunisian Phoenicianism started from an explicitly anticolonial stand- 
point. Bourguiba was particularly fond of Hannibal as a symbol of resis- 
tance to Roman, and therefore European, colonialism, and schoolbooks 
taught (not unreasonably) that Rome was the aggressor in the Punic Wars, 
forced Carthage to resist, and prevailed only with the help of another local 
hero, the Numidian king, Massinissa. As in Lebanon, this was part of a care- 
ful negotiation with European ideologies: French continued to be taught in 
schools, and Bourguiba was in cultural terms a liberal and cosmopolitan 
figure who promoted considerable social change, in particular in relation 
to women’s rights—a development reflected in a new focus on the role of 
Queen Elissa, also known as Dido, as the founder of Carthage. 

This interest in Elissa, as well as a more general identification with the 
Phoenician past, went well beyond state propaganda: the distance between 
Rome and Carthage is embraced in two novels by the francophone writer 
Fawzi Mellah, Le conclave des pleureuses (1987) and Elissa, la reine vaga- 
bonde (1988), which treat Elissa’s story from a variety of local perspectives, 
including the suggestion that she has been misrepresented in the European 
tradition and in particular in the work of Virgil, who according to one of 
Mellah’s characters “disfigures” the queen by calling her Dido and ascrib- 
ing to her a love affair with a Greek sailor, “a vagabond unworthy of our 
Elissa.””’ 

Under Ben Ali, the focus on Hannibal as a “national mascot” continued, 
but there was also a reconciliation with the Roman past, for pragmatic as 
well as ideological reasons.” The great Roman sites and monuments ap- 
pealed to tourists, and as in Lebanon, the notion of Tunisia as a crossroads 
or bridge between Eastern and Western cultures was a useful one, making 
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the country a core participant in a Mediterranean culture. Associations with 
both the Phoenician and the Roman pre-Islamic past became part of a wider 
display of openness to the Mediterranean: in this model, the Phoenicians 
were just one of many roots of Tunisian society and ethnicity. 
Furthermore, from at least the 1990s the Carthage connection operated 
alongside the country’s Roman past as a single pole in a very different 
opposition, a weapon in the hands of the secular government against the 
increasing popularity of political Islam,” “in part as a means of counter- 
ing efforts by Islamists to encourage Tunisians to identify exclusively with 
Islam and the Arab world.” This strategy downplayed (though it certainly 
did not deny) the importance of Islam in the history of Tunisia in favor of 
a more multicultural presentation of the national past “from Carthage to 
Kairouan.” The approach has survived the popular revolution and subse- 
quent negotiations over the new constitution largely intact. A new monu- 
ment to Hannibal is planned for the Punic Port at Carthage,*' and in the 
summer of 2014, postrevolutionary Tunisia celebrated the anniversary of 
Hannibal Barca’s victory over Rome at the Battle of Cannae on August 2, 
216 BCE as well as the 2,828th year since Dido’s foundation of Carthage 
in 814 BCE, with a parade and carnival in the ancient Phoenician colony.” 


LEBANON FIRST 


Back in Lebanon, however, the religious associations of Phoenicianist ideol- 
ogy reasserted themselves in the civil war that tore the country apart from 
1975 to 1989, and the cosmopolitan ideals of the Lebanese elite gave way 
to boundary-building.* Phoenicianism particularly suited the Lebanese 
Forces, a coalition of far-right Christian militia groups, including most no- 
toriously the Phalange (Kataeb). These groups, strongly encouraged by Said 
Akl and his journal Lebnaan, adopted an inflammatory, anti-Arab rheto- 
ric of Phoenician descent against both Lebanese Arabs and the country’s 
large population of Palestinian refugees.** Neo-Phoenicianism was severely 
tainted by its associations during this period, and when the war ended in 
1989, the Ta’if peace accord emphasized again that Lebanon was an Arab 
state. When the National Museum in Beirut was partially reopened in 1999 
after suffering immense damage during the war, the image on the poster 
was not Phoenician but Greek: Hygieia, the goddess of healing.® 

Ongoing political tensions between Syria and Lebanon in the generation 
after the end of the war, and in particular the assassination of the former 
prime minister of Lebanon Rafik Hariri in 2005, consolidated the political 
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demise of the New Phoenicians. Lebanese separatism became a widespread 
principle among Arabs as well as Maronites: “Lebanon First” is the slogan 
of Hariri’s son Saad’s Sunni-aligned Future Movement party, as well as of 
the unexpected “March 14” political alliance he made with the Lebanese 
Forces and the Phalange in 2005.** Phoenicianism has remained however a 
popular cultural ideology: in a series of interviews with Lebanese students 
in 2005-6, Craig Larkin found that especially among Maronites, “the myth 
of Phoenicianism . . . remains very much alive and rooted to an ancestral 
past. ..an intuitive reaction to and rejection of Arabism and Islamic identity . . . 
[and] very often during interviews this myth was raised as a justification of 
cultural uniqueness; an explanation of characteristic traits; or a defence of 
Lebanon’s inimitable position in the Arab world””*’ 

At the same time, however, the connection between the Phoenicians 
and the Lebanese can now be evoked once again as part of a shared na- 
tional past, as in the remarkable research project on the genetic makeup of 
the Lebanese population led by Pierre Zalloua of the Lebanese American 
University. In addition to demonstrating particular links to Europe in the 
DNA of Lebanese Christians (thought to relate to the Crusades), and to the 
Arabian Peninsula among Lebanese Arabs (presumably a result of the Arab 
migrations in late antiquity), Zalloua’s team showed that about 30 percent 
of Lebanese men carry what the study identifies as Phoenician genetic 
traces in their DNA, as opposed to 6 percent of men from all Mediterranean 
countries put together. The results mean, Zalloua told an interviewer, that 
“Phoenician is a heritage for all... . There is no distinct pattern that shows 
that one community carries significantly more Phoenician than another.”® 

Zalloua’s investigation is part of the broader National Geographic- 
funded “Genographic Project” led by Spencer Wells, who himself went 
rather further in an interview with National Geographic, concluding from 
the study’s apparent finding that “modern Lebanese people share a genetic 
identity going back thousands of years” that “[t]he Phoenicians were . . . 
the ancestors of today’s Lebanese.’ But there’s a real problem with such 
a statement: Wells moves from the observation that a certain proportion 
of the ancient and modern populations of the region have similar DNA to 
the conclusion that both constitute specific named peoples, without not- 
ing the difference between these propositions. In fact, an assumption that 
“people” always belong to “peoples” potentially distorts the investigation 
as a whole: the initial decision to seek to identify ancient DNA markers at 
the level of “the Phoenicians” rests on the assumption that genetic con- 
nections at that particular level are, or rather were, more meaningful than 
those of larger or smaller population groups whose shared DNA markers 
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the team could have investigated instead. In other words, it assumes that 
people in the past who shared this particular set of genetic connections 
can and should be identified with each other, and investigates only which 
people in the present they should also be identified with.” 

The difficulty here is that even if some genetic similarities can be demon- 
strated between an ancient sailor from Tyre and another from Byblos, that 
doesn’t mean that either had any concept of himself as anything other than 
a Tyrian or a Byblian (if that), that anyone else saw them that way, or that 
they had or did anything in common beyond that particular genetic like- 
ness. And that is the real problem with co-opting the ancient Phoenicians 
for any modern nationalist project, sectarian or pluralist: whether or not 
it relies on the idea of a literal connection through descent or genetic re- 
semblance (both of which all humans at some level share), it assumes that 
the Phoenicians were a coherent ethnic group themselves, an ancient na- 
tion that could form the basis of a modern nation-state. This assumption, 
as we have seen, has bolstered varieties of nationalist politics and rhetoric 
in Lebanon for almost a century, but its origins are in nineteenth-century 
European scholarship, when ideas about the Phoenicians slowly became 
saturated with the ideas and assumptions of modern nationalism. 


INVENTING THE PHOENICIANS 


The Phoenicians were a shadowy presence in European scholarly litera- 
ture from the Renaissance period onward, part of a broader early modern 
interest in the diverse peoples of the ancient world, prompted by the wider 
availability of the Greek and Latin texts that discussed them.*! European 
interest in the Phoenicians only really began, however, in 1646, when the 
French Protestant minister and orientalist Samuel Bochart (1599-1667) 
published a popular book in Latin called Geographia sacra, seu Phaleg et 
Canaan (Sacred Geography, or Phaleg and Canaan), which went through 
a series of reprints into the eighteenth century.” In it, Bochart traced the 
dispersal of Noah’s descendants across the globe after the confusion of the 
languages at the tower of Babel, with a particular focus on the migrations 
and settlements of the Phoenicians, describing the enormous influence they 
had on the world’s languages and cultures. He was one of the first schol- 
ars to point out and investigate the close relationship between Phoenician 
and the much better-known Hebrew language, and using this insight, he 
“roamed the map of the classical world and detected names that might lend 
themselves to etymological reduction back into Phoenician and Hebrew.”® 
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In this manner, he found evidence for Phoenician presence from Thule in 
the far north to India in the far south.” 

Scholars in this period did not portray the Phoenicians as a full-fledged 
ethnocultural group: as Timothy Champion puts it, they were still “a some- 
what mystical part of the Mediterranean world, available to be invoked 
as exotic outsiders and as the origin of cultural traditions.”® Bochart, for 
instance, calls them a gens (people), but presents them throughout his work 
simply as merchants and colonists from the same region. This “thin” depic- 
tion of the Phoenicians also comes out very clearly in the hit didactic novel 
Les aventures de Télémaque by Archbishop Fénelon, which was published 
in 1699, translated into every European language, and became the most 
popular book in France in the eighteenth century.” The work was written 
as a guide to kingship for Fénelon’s pupil, the Duc de Bourgogne, who was 
second in line to the throne, but who was outlived by his grandfather Louis 
XIV, with the throne passing eventually to his son. Supposedly a continu- 
ation of the fourth book of the Odyssey, the book imagines the travels of 
Odysseus’s son Telemachus in the company of his tutor, Mentor, who is 
given many opportunities to share his opinions on politics and political 
morality. Naturally, the pair run into the newly fashionable Phoenicians 
on their travels, and in book 3 they are carried to Tyre by Narbal, the com- 
mander of the Tyrian fleet, who passes the time explaining Phoenician 
seamanship and commerce: “You see, Telemachus, the power of the Phoe- 
nicians: they are formidable to all the neighbouring nations by their nu- 
merous vessels; from the trade they carry on as far as the Pillars of Hercules 
they derive such wealth as surpasses that of the most flourishing peoples.”*” 
Although Phoenicia has “neighbouring nations” in this passage, elsewhere 
only Tyre is given the label “nation” itself, while the Phoenicians are simply 
“so famous in all the known nations.’ 

In 1758, interest in the Phoenicians spiked again when the distinguished 
numismatist Jean-Jacques Barthélémy deciphered the Phoenician alphabet 
from a pair of bilingual dedications found in Malta in the late seventeenth 
century, one of which had been sent to Louis XVI as a present. This era 
of European scholarship culminated in the German manuals of Wilhelm 
Gesenius, who published the first full-scale manual of the Phoenician lan- 
guage with a collection of all the Phoenician inscriptions then available 
in 1837, and Franz Carl Movers, who collected the classical and biblical 
sources for Phoenician history and religion (1841-56). As Mario Liverani 
notes, “No wonder we don’t find any reference there to a complex image or 
characterization of the Phoenicians, nor any value judgment (beyond the 
implicit, artless admiration that many scholars have for the objects of their 
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studies). The search for ‘origins’ was already under way, that is to say for 
the provenance of the Phoenician people (on the basis of notices in classical 
sources), but attention did not yet focus on the delineation of “character, 
a largely ethnographic and colonial project, involving (and deriving from) 
reports of activities, specialisms, cultural idiosyncrasies and behaviors in 
contact with others and in daily life.” Things were changing though: Mov- 
ers does present the Phoenician “people” (Vélkerschaft) as an entity, one 
member of a larger group of Semites tied together by ancestry, language, 
and religion.” 

The later decades of the nineteenth century saw a shift to a perception of 
the Phoenicians as a distinct and separate ethnocultural collective. This can 
in part be explained by the expansion of European colonialism and colo- 
nial archaeology in the Levant and North Africa,” but it also mapped onto 
the development in European ideologies of what Paul Gilroy has called 
“the nation as an ethnically homogenous object,” and the “fatal junction of 
the concept of nationality with the concept of culture.” It relied heavily 
on the newly perceived importance of both race and environment, and the 
distinctive cultures and mentalities they created:” around the year 1850, as 
Fernand Braudel put it, “civilization (and culture) moved from the singular 
to the plural.”” 

One early example is John Kenrick’s Phoenicia (1855), which builds 
onto the work of Bochart and Movers a cultural element, with chapters 
devoted to the Phoenicians’ alphabet and language, to commerce, to navi- 
gation, to mining and metallurgy, and to manufacturing and the arts— 
although the arts receive only four pages, about the same as a “Note on the 
Natural History of the Buccinum and Murex.”” On the basis of the works 
at Jerusalem attributed to King Hiram of Tyre—little else was available at 
the time—Kenrick declares that the “aesthetic character of Phoenician art” 
was “national and local,” these words apparently being used as synonyms, 
and neither as a compliment.” He also devotes a long chapter on the “Ori- 
gin of the Nation” to an attempt to make coherent sense of the different 
origins and genealogies of the Canaanites and Phoenicians suggested in the 
biblical tradition, the classical sources, and modern linguistic scholarship. 

Ernest Renan himself then played a major part in the consolidation of 
the modern image of the Phoenicians when he traveled to the Levant in 
1860-61 at Napoleon III’s command. Although he accompanied a French ex- 
peditionary force sent to support Mount Lebanon’s community of Catholic 
Maronites in their conflict with the British-backed Druze, his own mission 
was to study what he called “the ancient Phoenician civilization” (la vielle 
civilization phénicienne), a smaller scale follow-up to Napoleon Bonaparte’s 
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great Egyptian expedition of 1798-1801 that had brought the glories of an- 
cient Egypt to the attention of the French public.” Renan pressed the French 
soldiers into service in a series of excavations at Byblos (Phoenician Gebel), 
Tyre (Sur), Sidon, and Arados (Arwad), explaining that he took care not to 
be distracted from the important historical questions by the allure of poten- 
tial museum pieces “while remaining of course attentive to the interests of 
our collections.’ Although the project did not in the end produce a great 
deal of Phoenician material, the results were published between 1864 and 
1874 in beautiful drawings and trenchant prose as the Mission de Phénicie, 
a work that did much to promote the study of the Phoenicians in Europe.” 

For Renan, the Phoenicians were a “people”® and a “nation,”*! with a dis- 
tinct art and architecture, if not a very impressive one: “In general, in their 
buildings, the Phoenicians seem to have had little force of character.’*’ None- 
theless, he took a rather narrow view of the extent and nature of ancient 
Phoenicia: “Phoenicia was not a country; it was a series of ports, witha rather 
narrow hinterland. These towns, situated at intervals of ten or twelve kilome- 
ters, were at the center of an entirely civic life, as in the Greek towns. Phoeni- 
cian civilization did not reach the mountain, and had little effect on the people 
of Syria.’ However, and conveniently for those who would later see Lebanon 
as distinct from (or even within) the Arab world, Renan reflected at length 
on the atypicality of the Phoenician character within the larger category of 
“Semitic” peoples to which contemporary linguistics and racial science had 
assigned them: their famous practicality and business acumen, not to men- 
tion their political institutions and polytheistic religion, were quite at odds 
with the general image of the Semitic race at the time.™ 

Renan did not make a clear connection between the modern Maronites 
and the ancient Phoenicians, although he noted that “the inferiority of the 
Phoenicians as artists seems, furthermore, to have persisted to the present 
day in the country they inhabited?* and that “the Lebanese race, whether 
Christian or Muslim, is, if I may say so, iconoclastic and ignorant of art... . 
The Maronite churches are very severe and forbid statues.”** However, he 
did describe the Maronites themselves as a “nation,”*’ dismissing the Mus- 
lims by contrast as “half-savage or dull-witted . . . inferior races?** and the 
map of the region explored by his expedition that accompanied Renan’s 
publication, which covered a large area including Mount Lebanon, the 
cities of the coast, and the Beqaa valley (fig. 1.5), was revived by Lebanists 
in 1920 to support the case for Greater Lebanon.” 

Back in the nineteenth century, Renan’s expedition to Phoenicia increased 
the material available to scholars interested in the Phoenicians, and the launch 
in 1867 of his Corpus Inscriptionum Semiticarum, still the definitive collection 
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1.5 Ernest Renan’s map of the area explored by his mission to Phoenicia 
in 1860-61. 
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of Phoenician inscriptions, provided another enormous boost to the field. 
This may help to explain why the notion of a discreet national, ethnic, and 
cultural identity of the Phoenicians became more explicit in later studies.” 
At the same time, Phoenicia became an object of study in itself: compare 
the title of the hugely popular work published from 1730 to 1738 by Charles 
Rollin, Histoire ancienne des égyptiens, des carthaginois, des assyriens, des 
babyloniens, des medes et des perses, des macédoniens, des grecs, with George 
Rawlinson’s 1869 Manual of Ancient History, from the Earliest Times to the Fall 
of the Western Empire, Comprising the History of Chaldaea, Assyria, Media, 
Babylonia, Lydia, Phoenicia, Syria, Judaea, Egypt, Carthage, Persia, Greece, 
Macedonia, Rome, and Parthia, or Ernest Babelon’s 1888 Manuel d’archéologie 
orientale: Chaldée, Assyrie, Perse, Syrie, Judée, Phénicie, Carthage. 

In 1885, Georges Perrot and Michel Chipiez dedicated a volume of the 
popular French Histoire de l’art dans l’antiquité to Phoenicia and Cyprus. 
At the beginning they define the Phoenicians with some circumspection as 
“the peoples [tribus] who settled on the coast at the foot of Mt. Lebanon,” 
assigning them on the basis of the similarity of Phoenician and Hebrew, 
and after considerable discussion of the contemporary debate on this point, 
to the “grande race sémitique” (broader Semitic race).*' By the end of the 
work, however, after noting that despite the poverty and unoriginality of 
their art, the Phoenicians were masters of industry and commerce, they are 
less hesitant about defining the Phoenicians as a racial group in themselves: 
“it has been very well said that the Phoenician had some characteristics of 
the medieval Jew, but he was powerful, and he belonged to a race whose 
strength and superiority in certain respects should be recognized” 

In 1889, George Rawlinson’s History of Phoenicia calls the Phoenicians a 
“nation,” and assigns them on similar linguistic grounds to a larger Semitic 
“group. In the third edition, published in the 1890s, the language is 
stronger: Rawlinson begins the work with a declaration that the Levantine 
coast is “inhabited by three nations, politically and ethnographically 
distinct,’ Syria, Phoenicia, and Palestine, and he devotes a chapter to “The 
People—Their Origin and Ethnic Character’ The book now concludes 
with a “General Estimate of the Nation” in which, after the traditional 
observation that the skills of the Phoenician “race” were in exploration and 
commerce rather than literature or art, Rawlinson awards them a “rank 
among the chief of the secondary powers of the earth” 

Also in 1889, Richard Pietschmann published a History of the Phoeni- 
cians (Geschichte der Phénizier) in which he too describes the Phoenicians 
as a “nation,” though he notes that in their case this was a rather vague 
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concept, and he treats their own national self-consciousness as an open 
question.” Concern for internal or “emic” definitions of ethnicity or na- 
tionhood was, however, unusual by this period; peoples, nations, and races 
were usually discussed as if they were simply natural facts, even if the 
precise categorization of specific examples was open to debate. And these 
natural nations had equally natural cultures: as Nicholas Vella has noted, 
all the popular nineteenth-century works on the Phoenicians from Renan’s 
Mission onward, “included an immense corpus of objects, integrating in- 
scriptions, coins and seals,” and “common language and script, religion and 
burial practices, dress and personal ornaments, and other attributes were 
taken as material markers for an ethnic group with undisputed roots.” In 
describing and isolating so-called Phoenician culture, Vella suggests, such 
books and exhibitions in a sense invented it.” 

The popularity of the Phoenicians in the nineteenth century should not 
however be overestimated: the celebration of Phoenician achievements in 
this period competed with a more popular European scholarly model that 
privileged the Greeks, then a newly independent nation, and denied them 
close links with their “oriental” neighbors. And in the strongly anti-Semitic 
academic atmosphere of the early twentieth century, the Phoenicians be- 
came considerably less fashionable, at least in Europe.” 


MOSCATYS PHOENICIANS 


In 1963, Sabatino Moscati, professor of Semitic philology at the University of 
Rome, effectively refounded the field of Phoenician studies in a lecture that 
put the question of Phoenician identity center stage, asking his audience, 
“Who were the Phoenicians, really? What were the distinguishing features 
and characteristics of their civilization, what were the historical, political, 
religious and artistic events and qualities that defined and shaped it? Be- 
cause so far it seems that the unity, the autonomy, the homogeneity of the 
people and culture have merely been assumed rather than investigated” 
The answer, Moscati reassured his listeners, was to study all the documen- 
tation carefully so that “Phoenician civilization can emerge as a historical 
object. ... At the end of the day, it seems clear that the divisions between the 
Phoenician cities and their dominant civic consciousness were compatible 
with a relative homogeneity intrinsic to the population of the region and 
distinct from that of their neighbors.”'” 

Moscati’s re-visioning of the Phoenicians stripped them, for the most 
part, of the negative stereotype and racial science of earlier scholarship and 
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was much less interested than those studies in their origins and national 
character.’ Nonetheless, the Phoenicians were still a “people, “civiliza- 
tion” or “nation,” with distinct limits in space (from Tell Suqas in the 
north to Akko in the south), and in time (from the end of the Bronze Age 
kingdoms to the conquest of their cities by Alexander the Great, c. 1200- 
332 BCE),’* made up of individuals not necessarily of the same race (razza) 
or from the same place (provenienza) “but who take on a homogenous 
character though having in common a geographical area, a language anda 
historical-cultural process”! Whether or not they appreciated that them- 
selves was of little interest or importance. In 1988, this approach was still at 
the heart of Moscati’s Phoenician studies—‘I was interested in the reality of 
a people”’*°—and although in 1992 he admitted that “national consciousness 
was rather ephemeral among the Phoenician cities, where citizenship was 
a more important reference point,’ in 1993 he continued to defend the 
“incontestable” notion of an “ethnic reality,’ and a “Phoenician civilization” 
defined by “a series of intrinsically valid characteristics.” Any further de- 
bate on the subject he declared “otiose.”!” 

It should come as no surprise then that the spectacular exhibition I 
Fenici (The Phoenicians) at the Palazzo Grassi in Venice in 1988, organized 
by Moscati and sponsored by Fiat, was curated in the same way as the an- 
tiquarian corpora of the nineteenth century, with artifacts of “Phoenician” 
culture displayed according to their genre and geographical provenance. 
The joke at the time went that that “Sabatino Moscati invented the Phoeni- 
cians, Gianni Agnelli manufactured them.’ And this could still be said 
of the exhibition La Méditerranée des Phéniciens (The Mediterranean of the 
Phoenicians) held at the Institut du monde arabe in Paris in 2007, where 
the various skills, crafts, and characteristics of the Phoenicians were once 
again sumptuously presented in splendid isolation from each other and 
from similar artifacts from other places.’” Furthermore, this notion of the 
Phoenicians as a collective with a shared chronology, geography, language, 
history, and culture is still alive and well in the specialist literature: in the 
most important recent textbooks in Spanish, Italian, and English they are 
referred to as a “people,” a “civilization,” and a “distinct ethnic group.”!"° 

This interpretation of the Phoenicians as a people has also informed re- 
cent literature on nationalism. One of most influential recent studies of 
communal identity in the ancient world is Anthony D. Smith’s magisterial 
Ethnic Origins of Nations (1986). Smith is no “primordialist,’ arguing for the 
timeless existence of natural nations, nor does he accept the “modernist” 
position that sees the construction of ethnic identity as inextricably bound 
up with the rise of the modern nation-states. Instead, he argues that since 
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antiquity people have been constructing themselves as what we would now 
call ethnic communities, “collective cultural units and sentiments” that 
“form the models and groundwork for the construction of nations.”""! 

Smith explicitly sees the Phoenicians as one example of this phenomenon: 
“In ancient Sumer, Phoenicia and Greece, we find two kinds of sentiment 
side by side, a political loyalty to the individual city-state, and a cultural 
and emotional solidarity with one’s cultural kinsmen, as this is interpreted 
by current myths of origin and descent.”'’” While there were “deep-seated 
rivalries” between individual Phoenician states, these “co-existed with 
strong ... pan-Phoenician . . . sentiments based on a common heritage of 
religion, language, art and literature, political institutions, dress and forms 
of recreation.”!" Furthermore, in Phoenicia “a common Canaanite fertility 
religion, common language and alphabet, seafaring activities and colonies, 
temple construction and geographical location on peninsulas, all provided 
the basis for common sentiments among different strata and city-states in 
defence of their life-style”! 

We don’t need to worry too much about the specific historical claims 
here: Smith did not claim to be a specialist on the Phoenicians. Instead, my 
argument in this book is that Smith’s notion of the Phoenicians as an eth- 
nocultural group isn’t just wrong, but the wrong way round: in the case of 
the Phoenicians at least we are not dealing with the ancient ethnic origins 
of modern nations, but the modern nationalist origins of an ancient ethnic- 
ity."’° My answer to the question Moscati posed in 1963 is that nothing did 
in fact unite the Phoenicians in their own eyes or those of their neighbors, 
and that his Phoenician people, or civilization, or nation, is not actually 
a real historical object, but rather a product of the scholarly and political 
ideologies I have discussed in this chapter. Such modern ideas about the an- 
cient Phoenicians are thoroughly interwoven with ideas about the modern 
nation-state. That does not in itself, of course, mean that they cannot also 
be true. But the picture presented by our ancient sources is very different. 
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What makes people see themselves, or others, as a “people”? Or to put 
it another way, how can we define a particular sociocultural group as 
“ethnic”? There is general agreement that the notion of shared ancestry 
is a core aspect, often associated with an idea of shared territory: “blood 
and soil”! In addition, shared attributes, including language, religion, or 
particular physical characteristics, may accompany and bolster the sense 
or impression of groupness attached to any particular ethnic identity, 
although they are not by themselves enough to diagnose it: the focus of 
ethnic claims is on historical connections between people as opposed to 
their contemporary links. 

Although the academic study of ethnicity only began in the twenti- 
eth century,’ most scholars accept that what we would now categorize 
as ethnic groups—or, as they are often still called, “nations’—can be 
found in earlier periods as well.’ But how can we detect such groups, es- 
pecially at great historical distance and when we have very little direct 
evidence of how the people concerned thought and talked about them- 
selves? Anthony Smith takes perhaps the broadest and most helpful 
view on this question, suggesting that there are six different criteria 
by which we can recognize an ancient ethnic group—a collective name, 
a common myth of descent, a shared history, a sense of solidarity, an 
association with a specific territory, and a distinctive shared culture— 
and that such groups should fulfill all of these criteria at least to some 
degree.* I would argue that on the available evidence the Phoenicians 
fulfilled none of them. 

I will focus in this chapter, however, on the most obvious criterion for 
identifying a people, and one that puts the emphasis on self-identification 
rather than the views of others: their possession of a collective name. This is 
how, as Smith says, “they distinguish themselves and summarize their ‘es- 
sence’ to themselves.” It is well known that no one ever called her- or him- 
self “Phoenician” in Phoenician, and this is hardly surprising, since phoi- 
nix (poivié) is a Greek word. More surprising, perhaps, is how few people 
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called themselves Phoenician even in other languages (including Greek), 
and what I will also show in this chapter is that there is no evidence for 
the use of any other communal self-designation either, despite the common 
claim that our Phoenicians described themselves as “Canaanites.” Instead, a 
survey of the limited available evidence suggests that Phoenician-speakers 
defined themselves, at least in their inscriptions, in terms of their cities and, 
even more, their families. 


PHANTOM PHOENICIANS 


First, what evidence is there for self-declared Phoenicians? One of the most 
famous candidates scratched his name in Etruscan on a tessera hospitalis or 
hospitality token in the second half of the sixth century BCE.° This small 
ivory plaquette, found in a grave in the Santa Monica necropolis at Carthage, 
would have been one of a matching pair that could be reunited to prove 
the existence of a relationship of mutual friendship and hospitality between 
two individuals and their descendants. It has a wild boar carved on one side 
and an inscription on the other that begins mi puinel kar@azie. The word mi 
means “I am”; karOazie means “belonging to Carthage”; and some scholars 
have interpreted puinel as a second ethnic designation related to phoinix 
and/or its Latin equivalent poenus. However, as Jonathan Prag has pointed 
out, it would be odd—indeed unique—to identify oneself with two “ethnics” 
but no personal name.’ It is much more likely that “Puinel” here is simply 
the man’s own name: Etruscan epigraphy reveals plenty of names beginning 
Pui- or even Puin-.* Puinel may be the dead person himself, and so a man of 
Etruscan origin or descent living in Carthage, or more likely (since it would 
be strange to keep one’s own half of a hospitality token) the name of an 
associate with origins in Carthage who has at some point acquired a local 
name in Etruria. The high level of contact and exchange between Carthage 
and Etruria in this early period renders both possibilities quite plausible.’ 

Given that phoinix is a Greek term and was regularly used by Greeks 
to describe people from the Levant, we might expect to find more people 
calling themselves Phoenicians in Greek contexts abroad. More generally, 
a French person talking to other French people in France would probably 
describe herself in terms of her city rather than as “French, unless she 
wanted to clarify or emphasize the point. But that same person being 
introduced to an American in New York City might well call herself 
“French”—and we might again expect the same principle to hold true for 
“Phoenicians” living and working overseas. 
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This isn’t just about being polite: increasing distance from home can 
lead to increasing identification with it. Indeed, some Greek historians have 
argued that collective identities above the level of the city-state, such as 
Rhodian, Ionian, or indeed Greek itself, emerged in the context of large- 
scale migration around the Mediterranean by Greek-speakers in the first 
half of the first millennium BCE.” It would not be surprising if people from 
the Levant also found their commonalities in foreign contexts, where the 
extent to which they shared a language, gods, ritual practices, and a regional 
origin would become more obvious to themselves as well as to others.” 

In fact, however, a recent survey by Jonathan Prag found just five 
Greek-language inscriptions that mention people called Phoinix. One is 
a lead curse tablet from fifth-century BCE Selinus in Sicily, which gives 
several examples of Phoinix used simply as a personal name, like that of 
Phoinix the (Greek) Myrmidon in the Iliad. In four later texts from the 
Aegean, however, it does appear to be an epithet, since it appears along- 
side a personal name, and sometimes alongside a patronymic as well: a 
fourth- or third-century gravestone from Eretria for one Ergasion Phoinix, 
two third- and second-century inscriptions from Delos mentioning a 
Herakleides Phoinix and an Apollonius Phoinix, and a contemporary 
inscription from its neighboring funerary island of Rheneia erected by 
Megas Phoinix, son of Dionysius.” 

The first thing of note here is that all of these texts are from the 
Hellenistic period, after traditional textbooks would put an end to 
Phoenician history, although this may simply reflect a more general 
pattern by which epigraphic evidence becomes more abundant in this 
period. The second is that we do not know if the people thus named were 
actually from the Levant; indeed, if the man called Apollonius Phoinix 
really was a Phoenician, he “would be the only known foreigner standing 
surety for contracts on Delos.” The third is that it is quite possible that 
the name Phoinix carried no ethnic connotations at all in these contexts: 
the word phoinix had a wide range of other possible meanings in Greek, 
including the color purple or crimson, the date palm, and the immortal 
bird," and it is surely not a coincidence that three of these five examples 
are from Delos, an island sacred to Apollo, and therefore closely connected 
with the emblem of the palm tree (phoinix) under which he was said to 
have been born there." 

Two other Hellenistic-period inscriptions discussed by Prag record the 
manumission at Naupactus in central Greece of a slave “of Phoenician 
stock” and the burial on Rheneia of a “woman from somewhere in 


Phoenicia, since she was from Ashkelon,’”” but the latter is a reference to 
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geographical origin rather than descent, and both seem in any case to be 
descriptions of these individuals by other people: there is no question that 
“Phoenicians” were a category in Greek thought, as we will explore in more 
detail in the next chapter. 

It is worth pausing longer over an unusual funerary monument from 
Athens, erected for aman called Antipatros from Ashkelon by one Domsalos 
from Sidon sometime in the third century BCE (fig. 2.1). A bilingual Greek 
and Phoenician epitaph sits above a sculpted relief of a corpse on a bier 
fought over by a lion and a man in front of the prow of a ship, followed 
by a six-line Greek epigram, in a different hand, which rather awkwardly 
explains the unusual imagery." 


2.1 The funerary stele erected at Athens for Antipatros of 
Ashkelon by Domsalos of Sidon in the third century BCE. 


Epitaph: 
Avtisatpos Appodtoiov Aoxad[wvitng] 


Aopoahacg Aopava Xidavioc avéOnKe 


’NK SM[.] BN ‘BD‘STRT SQLNY 
°§ YIN’T °NK D‘MSLH BN D‘MHN? 


SDNY 

Epigram: 

pNnPeic avOpwnwov Oavpacétw eixkova 
trvoE 

@co mepi pév pe A€wv, mepi dey 


TIPAtp iyKTETAVVOTAL. 

HAVe yap eixOpoAgov tape Oérwv 
oTopmoat. 

OAAK PiAOL TTpvvav Kat [LOU KTEPLOaV 
TAPOV OUTNHL 

ovc eBerov Préwv, tEep&G ANd vNOG 
LOVTEG. 


Powiknv SéAimov, teitde yOovi odpa 
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Antipatros son of Aphrodisias, an 
Ashkelonite. 


Domsalos, son of Domano, a Sidonian, 


dedicated (this). 


I (am) Shem[.], son of Abdashtart, an 
Ashkelonite. 
(This is the stele) which I Domseleh, son 


of Domhano, a Sidonian, erected. 


Let no one wonder at this image, 

that extends around me on the one side 
a lion, on the other a prow. 

For an enemy lion came wanting to de- 
stroy me, 

but friends came to my aid and buried 
me in this tomb, 

whom I loved and in whom I delighted, 
coming from a sacred ship. 

I left Phoenicia; my body is hidden in 
this earth. 


KEKPUVHLOL. 


The wording of the epitaph in both languages is very similar, and 
both versions identify both the dedicator and the deceased by their cit- 
ies of origin.’ Nonetheless, Antipatros’s imagined claim in the epigram 
that he has “left Phoenicia” has been seen as providing evidence for an 
overarching Phoenician identity in this diasporic context: Jennifer Stager, 
for instance, suggests that the “label transforms the deceased and, by 
extension, his comrades from members of a subculture determined by city- 
state boundaries (e.g., Sidon, Ashkelon) to members of a unified cultural 
group. ... For the people of these city-states residing as a cultural minority 
in Athens, individual city-state identity gave way, at times, to an exter- 
nally determined collective identity, ‘Phoenician’ ””? However, Stager her- 
self notes that the use of the word “Phoenicia” in the epigram (which does 
not seem to have been composed by a native Greek-speaker’’) “facilitated 
epigrammatic (scansion) and cultural legibility to the Greek-speaking audi- 
ence,’ and I would argue that the phrase is better read as an attempt by a 
Phoenician-speaker to communicate in the local Greek “language.” “T left 
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Phoenicia” is not an identity claim by or on behalf of the dead man, but a 
simple fact about Antipatros’s geographical origin. The writer presumably 
intends to draw attention to the sadness of dying far from home in terms 
that would make sense to a Athenian audience, themselves familiar with 
the idea of “Phoenicia” as much as or perhaps more than they were 
with individual Levantine cities.’ This probably also explains the single 
reference to a Phoenician in Latin epigraphy, an imperial-period tombstone 
from Noricum that commemorates a “Phoenician girl” (punica virgo)—and 
again, this wording is unlikely to have been the girl’s own choice.” 


PHANTOM CANAANITES 


This lack of evidence for the use by Phoenicians themselves of that Greek 
label is not usually seen as a problem; the standard claim in modern schol- 
arship is that the Phoenicians described themselves with a word from their 
own language, “Canaanite.” There is, however, very little evidence for this 
usage either, and I want to suggest that the examples that are usually given 
have been misconstrued. 

The only explicit claim ever made in Levantine cities to be part of the re- 
gion of Canaan, indeed the only time that the word Canaan (KN‘N) is found 
written in Phoenician, is on bronze coins minted by the city of Beirut in 168 
BCE and for the rest of the second century, which give the city’s name as 
“Laodikeia mother in Canaan” (L’DK ’M BKN'‘N).” This phrase is sometimes 
taken as evidence itself for a self-identification by Phoenician-speakers as 
Canaanite, but it describes the city rather than its inhabitants, and its polit- 
ical context means that it should not be taken as a neutral label, drawing on 
long-term local usage, but rather interpreted as a carefully fashioned inter- 
vention in regional rhetorics of power. It is a version of the name “Laodikeia 
in Phoenicia” imposed on Beirut by the Greco-Macedonian Seleucid kings, 
where “in Phoenicia” distinguishes this city from the Laodikea on the Sea 
farther north. It is not, however, a straightforward translation, but a local 
rewriting in political and cultural as well as linguistic terms: as well as add- 
ing to the Seleucid name the notion of being a “mother [city],” which, as I 
shall discuss further in chapter 7, speaks to competition with neighboring 
coastal cities, the Phoenician legend transliterates “Laodikeia” but then re- 
places the Seleucid name for the larger region with a local toponym. There 
is nothing here to suggest a long-standing local equivalence, or that this is 
anything other than a one-off experiment in reaction to a specific political 
context. 
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The only direct claim to personal “Canaanite” identity that is regularly 
cited by scholars is found in a third- or second-century BCE inscrip- 
tion marking an offering made at the tophet sanctuary at Cirta (modern 
Constantine) in Algeria. The inscription in its published form reads as fol- 
lows: “To Baal Hammon, this is what Abdeshmun [‘BD’SMN] son of M’DR, 
a Canaanite man from Carmel [’S KN‘N MQRML], citizen of °Y‘RM, vowed. 
He heard his voice, he blessed him.” 

Here I translate the relevant phrase ?>S KN‘N as “Canaanite man, follow- 
ing the text and translations given in the French publication of the inscrip- 
tions from the sanctuary (Cananéen) and in the standard German collection 
of noteworthy Phoenician inscriptions (Kanaander).”” One point emerges 
immediately: there would be no point in mentioning Canaan in this in- 
scription unless it was to draw attention to something unusual—and so 
its use here would suggest that it was not common to make a connection 
with Canaan in a diasporic Levantine community like this one. If being “of 
Canaan” (or indeed “Canaanite”) was considered true of everyone making 
dedications in Phoenician at this sanctuary, there would be no reason to 
point it out in this particular case—or alternatively we would expect to see 
it mentioned more often. 

However, the text as published is not what is written on the stone: the 
final letter of the word concerned is not a nun but a lamed, giving not 
KN‘N (Canaan) but KN'‘L. This was pointed out almost fifty years ago by 
Roland de Vaux, and is quite clear on the published photograph of the stone 
(fig. 2.2), but his observation has largely been ignored in the subsequent 
scholarly literature.** If KN‘L is a place name, we do not know where it is. 
And it is not even clear where we should be looking: the apparent reference 
to Mount Carmel immediately afterward is one of the things that has made 
the reading “Canaan” appealing, except that Carmel should be spelled with 
an initial kaf not a qof in Phoenician: KRML. Furthermore, Abdeshmun 
says that either he or his father is also a citizen of "Y‘RM—another unknown 
place, although the aleph at the beginning of word would usually suggest 
that it refers to an island. Given where Phoenician-speaking settlements on 
islands are located, this would probably be a reference to somewhere in the 
western Mediterranean.” 

Furthermore, if KN‘L is an error on the part of the stonecutter, and the 
correction of his text to KN‘N is in fact correct, the phrase could simply 
mean that he is “a merchant”: KN‘N is found with this sense several times 
in the Hebrew Bible and early Christian sources.” And even if the word was 
supposed to be KN‘N and did refer to the place “Canaan, it is unlikely that 
it was a straightforward adjective meaning “Canaanite.” Semitic languages 
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2.2 The second-century BCE marker from the El Hofra sanctuary 
at Cirta recording a dedication by Abdeshmun, in which he 
describes himself as a man from KN'L, and not as is usually 
claimed KN‘N (Canaan). The lamed (L) is circled. 


construct nisba adjectives that identify people with places by adding a suf- 
fix to the name of the place concerned, giving masculine forms like “Israeli” 
or “Yemeni.” Since vowels are not traditionally marked in Phoenician and 
Punic script, it might then seem that KN‘N in the inscription could be read 
as an adjective of this kind, pronounced kanaani, making °S KN‘N an eth- 
nic phrase: “a Canaanite man.” However, Maria Giulia Amadasi Guzzo has 
recently demonstrated that where ethnic adjectives occur in Phoenician, 
the final -i sound is in fact usually spelled out, with a yod (Y).*’ So the more 
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obvious way of reading °S KN‘N would be in a weaker sense, as a “construct” 
phrase, another standard Semitic usage in which two nouns are juxtaposed 
to indicate an association of some kind between them. This is sometimes, 
but not necessarily, one of belonging or possession: the construct phrase 
“cat-Tom,’ for instance, would mean Tom’s cat, but “factory-widget” would 
mean a widget factory, not a factory that belongs to a particular widget. In 
this case, the most straightforward way of reading the text would be as a 
simple claim about geographical origins rather than a declaration of per- 
sonal identity: the man or his father was from Canaan. 

Coincidentally, the one piece of indirect evidence commonly cited for 
people calling themselves “Canaanite” is also from Algeria, although it was 
written more than five hundred years later. According to the standard pub- 
lished text of Saint Augustine’s Unfinished Commentary on Paul’s Letter to 
the Romans (394/5 CE), “if you ask our local peasants what they are, they 
reply, in Phoenician, “‘Chanani.”*’ This claim has been almost universally 
accepted as evidence of the existence of self-identified Canaanites in Africa 
in late antiquity,** but again there are serious grounds for hesitation. 

The first problem is that this is not a direct self-identification, or even 
a firsthand ethnographic report of real-life encounters, but a hypothetical 
answer to a hypothetical question given by hypothetical peasants, and one 
that helps to illustrate the rather obscure theological point being made in 
this chapter of Augustine’s treatise. It is almost certainly also secondhand, 
part of an argument made not by Augustine himself, but by Valerius, his 
predecessor as bishop of Hippo. As Augustine explores in his commentary 
the connections between the Holy Trinity and the Latin word salus (which 
means both “greetings” and “salvation”), he recalls an anecdote told by 
Valerius about meeting some Phoenician-speaking peasants who explain to 
him that this Latin word salus sounds like the Phoenician word for “three” 
(SLS) (13.1-2). Valerius was particularly excited by this coincidence because 
he could relate it to the story in Matthew’s gospel of the “Canaanite woman” 
(Chananaea), “that is to say the Phoenician woman [punica mulier] who 
came from the area of Tyre and Sidon, who in the gospel plays the role of the 
gentile” (13.3) who came to ask Jesus for help (salus) because her daughter 
was tormented by a demon (Mt 15:21-28). The new information from the 
peasants, also described as punici, helps to explain the Trinitarian point of 
the gospel story: by asking for salus, she was really asking for the Trinity: 


Tria enim mulieris lingua salus vocantur, erat enim Chananaea. Unde inter- 
rogati rustici nostri, quid sint, punice respondent: Chanani, corrupta scilicet 


sicut in talibus solet una littera, quid aliud respondent quam: Chananaei?** 
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For in the woman’s language tria is said as salus. For she/it was Canaanite, 
for which reason our rustics, when asked what they are (quid sint), reply in 
Phoenician “Chanani”; with one letter corrupted of course, as is usual in such 


cases, what else are they replying but “Chananaei”? 


This second conversation with the peasants is imaginary and seems 
intended to establish that they speak the same language as the woman, 
because (on their own account) they are originally from the same place, and 
so their observation about the meaning of salus would apply to her as well. 

There seems little doubt that the full argument, including the real-life 
and the hypothetical encounters with peasants, should be attributed to 
Valerius. Indeed, the whole chapter ends with the comment that “whether 
this consonance of words came about by accident or by providence should 
not be pursued aggressively so that everyone agrees, but enough for the 
enjoyment of the listener to admit the elegance of the expounder,’ suggest- 
ing that Augustine is picking up the reins again from his colleague, with a 
politely raised eyebrow.* And the sentence at issue certainly does not fit 
comfortably with Augustine’s wider writings: although he often mentions 
Canaanites, this is the only passage in any of his works that locates them in 
North Africa rather than the Levant. 

However, as with the much earlier inscription from Cirta, there is also a 
textual problem. A survey of the extant manuscripts of the Unfinished Com- 
mentary suggests that the standard published text of the crucial sentence 
cannot in fact have been the reading of the archetype, the manuscript to 
which all extant copies relate back.* In all but three of the eighteen relevant 
surviving manuscripts (T, V, and B) the peasants were asked not quid sint— 
“what they are’—but quid sit: “what it is.” 

In itself the fact that many of the manuscripts reproduce one particu- 
lar reading wouldn’t mean much—the nature of the copying process meant 
that mistakes could spread easily through a manuscript tradition—but a new 
stemma or family tree of the manuscript tradition compiled by Daniel Hadas 
has revealed that Tand Vhave a single common ancestor, and that B was in 
effect an early scholarly edition of the text, based on several manuscripts, 
and prone to correcting them by conjecture. This makes it much more likely 
that the plural reading is not a preservation of the archetype reading, but a 
correction of it by two individual scribes. The correction can be explained 
in both cases by their reading of chanani as a Latin plural and therefore as 
requiring a plural verb, and would also have been encouraged by the plu- 
rals of interrogati rustici nostri immediately beforehand. It seems that when 
the first modern edition of the text was published in 1506, it took the sint 
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reading from a manuscript of the type represented by B, and that this read- 
ing has survived as part of the standard text simply by force of tradition.” 

That the archetype had sit does not necessarily mean that this is what 
Augustine originally wrote, and it is entirely possible that the corrections 
to sint were in fact correct. On the other hand, the singular reading sit has 
its merits. Augustine does not elsewhere use the phrase quid sint, “what 
they are,’ for indirect questions about people in the plural, but rather qui 
sint, “who they are.** Furthermore, the text specifies that the answer the 
peasants give is “in Phoenician,’ but in Phoenician Chanani (KN‘NY) would 
be a singular nisba adjective of the type discussed above, not a plural. And 
finally, the singular “what it is” would most obviously relate to the lan- 
guage of the Canaanite woman, rather than the identity of the Algerian 
peasants, which would make good sense in this context. The whole passage 
is, after all, about language, and the implication of Augustine’s description 
of both the woman and the peasants as punici, Phoenician, may also be a 
linguistic one: it is a striking fact that the standard reference of the term 
punicus in Augustine’s writing is not to an ethnic group but to the Phoeni- 
cian language and its speakers.” 

This alternative reading would not, however, make sense of the second 
part of the sentence, where Chanani is glossed as Chananaei—although 
there is a considerable variety in the readings of that word too in the dif- 
ferent manuscripts.” The truth is that the passage is hard to understand on 
either reading, but it should by now be clear that this poorly transmitted 
report of a hypothetical conversation cannot be used as proof of a self- 
conscious identification as “Canaanite” on the part of Algerian peasants in 
late antiquity. If not a misunderstanding of a corrupt text, is it at best Au- 
gustine’s, or more likely Valerius’s, own suggestion that the peasants they 
call punici would self-identify as Canaanite. 

And even if Augustine—or Valerius—did mean to say that local Phoenician- 
speaking peasants would if asked describe themselves as Canaanite, this 
impression did not necessarily come from the peasants themselves. There 
was a coherent and long-standing literary tradition postulating an emigra- 
tion of biblical Canaanites to Africa." This first emerges in a second century 
BCE Jewish work called the Book of Jubilees, where we are told that one of 
the revelations received by Moses on Mount Sinai was that when the four 
sons of Noah’s son Ham were assigned their own lands to populate after the 
Flood and the subsequent destruction of the Tower of Babel, Canaan was 
given the coastal region of northwest Africa, west of Egypt and Libya (the 
domains of his brothers Mizraim and Put). This story offered an alternative 
explanation for the presence of Phoenician speakers in the Maghreb to the 
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classical narrative of Tyrian colonization and gave the Phoenician-speaking 
inhabitants of Africa a place in the sacred geography of Noachic descent. 
A first-century CE reference by Josephus to Ham’s offspring inhabiting the 
Mediterranean coast of Africa must pick up on the same tradition.* 

Much later again, in the sixth century CE, Procopius of Caesarea gives 
one of the more elaborate versions of this story, explaining that the peoples 
of ancient Phoenicia fled to Libya as refugees from the Israelite invasion 
of their country and founded many cities there, retaining their language 
to his present day.** To illustrate his point, he calls as witnesses two white 
stone stelai in a fortress in Numidia inscribed in “Phoenician letters” and in 
the “Phoenician language” saying: “We are they who fled from the face of 
Joshua, the robber, the son of Nun? As Philip Schmitz has demonstrated, 
Procopius’s claim depends not on his local knowledge but on lost passages 
of early Christian chronographers such as Sextus Julius Africanus, and 
ultimately on the Septuagint translation of the Book of Joshua: “Whatever 
Procopius may have seen or been told, his ‘translation’ of the inscrip- 
tions he reported is borrowed from early Christian chroniclers’ attempts 
to populate the west with Canaanites displaced by Joshua. The link with 
Jubilees . . . could indicate that the earliest Christian chroniclers depended 
on earlier Hellenistic Jewish speculation about Hamite migrations.’ We 
might say much the same about Valerius and Augustine.’ 


PHOENICIANS AND CANAANITES 


This raises a broader problem with the notion that the people the Greeks 
called Phoenician traditionally called themselves Canaanite: it depends on 
the assumption that the two words mean the same thing—or at least some- 
thing fairly similar.’ But for a long time these terms were used about differ- 
ent places and people. While the Greeks’ “Phoenicia” was always a coastal 
strip, the “Canaan” of the Near Eastern sources, including the Hebrew Bible, 
was considerably larger, including the coastal cities but often extending as far 
inland as the River Jordan if not beyond.” These regions were also of course 
seen from different perspectives: Canaan from inland, where a whole series 
of interconnected cities and states housed people speaking very similar lan- 
guages; and Phoenicia from the sea, where the coastal cities were all that 
most Greek-speakers saw. And as has often been pointed out, the Canaan 
and Canaanites of the Hebrew Bible were largely ideological constructs rep- 
resenting the enemies of Israel, rather than historical references to a real 
social group.” 
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The first sign of actual equivalence between the two terms comes in 
the intermittent association of the “Canaanites” more specifically with the 
Levantine coast in biblical texts of the middle of the first millennium BCE.*! 
This may relate instead, however, to the secondary meaning of the term 
“Canaanite” found in these later books of the Hebrew Bible and already 
mentioned above, in which it refers to merchants. It is only in the third to 
second century BCE that the Septuagint translation of the Hebrew Bible 
into Greek, made in Alexandria, renders “the land of Canaan” on five oc- 
casions as “Phoenicia” or “the land of the Phoenicians”—although it also 
translates it with variations on Chanaan more than 150 times.** Apart from 
the more or less contemporary legend on the coins from Beirut discussed 
above, the correspondence is only found again in the Roman period. In the 
second century CE, Philo of Byblos displaces the equation from places to 
people, mentioning a “Chna” whose name was changed to “Phoinix’—by, 
he seems to imply, Greek historians who have distorted the local myths 
he now records. It is not until the third century CE that Herodian says 
straightforwardly that Phoenicia’s original name was Chna.™ 


CITIZENS AND KIN 


If there is no evidence for anyone self-identifying as Phoenician before late 
antiquity, and the evidence that some called themselves Canaanite is highly 
suspect, how did people we call “Phoenician” actually describe themselves? 
In the Phoenician-language texts from the Levant itself, people tend to 
define themselves by reference to their city or, rather more often, their fam- 
ily: it is common for Phoenician inscriptions to list several generations of 
ancestors.* Identification by one’s father or city goes back at least as far as 
the eleventh century BCE, when a group of more than sixty arrowheads 
gives the names of their owners along with patronymics or, more rarely, 
other identifying phrases, including “Sidonian” or “Akkian.’*° 

Explicit identity claims made by Phoenician-speakers abroad mostly 
date from the fourth century BCE and later, but they are still focused on 
family and, to some extent, the city-state.’ Civic identities are sometimes 
expressed in Phoenician-language inscriptions, usually as simple adjec- 
tives: “Aradites” at Carthage, for example.** From the Hellenistic period, 
some of these civic identities are couched in more political language: 
a “man of the people of (’S BM) Cossura,” “citizen of (B‘L) Hammon.” 
However, inscriptions also regularly record professions, political and reli- 
gious offices, and, especially, family relationships, going back as many as 
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seventeen generations in two extreme cases from Olbia on Sardinia and 
from Carthage.” In both these examples, however, the claim about descent 
may well have been bound up with a civic one: it seems likely that the 
dedicators intended to list a genealogy (real or invented) going back to the 
foundation of their colony.” 

Conversely, a form of identification that on the face of it looks “civic” 
may in fact have more to do with family and ancestral origins. “Sons 
of” particular cities are found in Phoenician inscriptions throughout the 
Mediterranean, including sons of Tyre at Carthage and Sabratha in North 
Africa, sons of Carthage in Lebanon, and a son of Arqa, north of Byblos, 
at Tamessos on Cyprus.” The phrase itself is exported from the Levantine 
homeland: we find sons of Ugarit and sons of the land of Canaan in the thir- 
teenth century BCE, and there are many other examples in Near Eastern 
texts from the Bronze Age.” The label “Son of Tyre” or “Son of Carthage” 
usually comes at the end of a genealogy of two or more generations, mean- 
ing that it is unclear whether it describes the author of the inscription or 
an ancestor. But an unusual example from Carthage dedicated by a woman, 
one “GDN’M daughter of Baalyaton son of Tyre,” reveals that the phrase 
must refer in that case (and therefore very likely in the others) not to the 
person who erected the stone, and so to that person’s own city, but to the 
home of the most distant ancestor listed.” 

In the western Mediterranean, regional identities are also visible, 
with about fifteen people identifying in Punic inscriptions at Carthage 
as “Sardinians.”® This suggests a primary link neither to their Levantine 
origins, nor the larger Levantine diaspora in the west, but specifically 
to the island on which they resided, and which they shared with others. 
Furthermore, although the dating of this evidence for a Sardinian identity 
to the fourth century and later may reflect the loss of earlier examples, it 
echoes other patterns of evidence for the construction of regional identities 
among Greek-speakers in the same period: “Sicilian,” for example, became a 
standard identity claim in Greek inscriptions in Sicily from the fourth cen- 
tury, when the generic identity of Sikelos seems to have replaced an earlier 
practice of referring to Greeks (alone) in Sicily as Sikeliotes.® 

More detailed evidence for attitudes to identity in Levantine migrant 
communities comes from Greek and bilingual inscriptions, with some of 
the best examples found in the Aegean.” These suggest that even overseas 
Phoenician-speakers identified according to their towns of origin, main- 
tained links with them, and congregated in communities on the basis of 
those ties. The fourth- and third- century epigraphic evidence from Athens 
tells us most about self-described Sidonians, who were also identified as 
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such in official contexts by the Athenian authorities.** An Athenian decree 
from the mid-fourth century BCE honored “Strato, king of the Sidonians” 
(Abdashtart I) with proxeny (public guest-friendship) rights and exempted 
visiting merchants who lived in Sidon and had civic rights there from the 
metic tax and other civic obligations. Another, dated to 323/2 BCE, gave 
honors including proxeny to Apollonides, son of Demetrius of Sidon,” 
while in a third-century bilingual inscription from the Piraeus area, an as- 
sociation (koinon) of Sidonians connected with a temple crowned a reli- 
gious official in “year 14 of the people of Sidon?” 

Tyrians also received proxeny honors, undermining a theory that 
“Sidonian” was in fact a metonym for “Phoenician” in these contexts.” And 
in an Athenian decree of 333/2 BCE found in the Piraeus, merchants of Kition 
on Cyprus were allowed to acquire land to build a temple to Aphrodite, 
“like the Egyptians have built the sanctuary of Isis.’ Several bilingual 
Phoenician and Greek inscriptions erected by Kitians that have been found 
in the Piraeus area suggest that these merchants were largely if not entirely 
native Phoenician-speakers, and it is striking that the Athenians identify 
this group of people by their city, although they identify the Egyptians by 
their land as a whole. And this practice seems to reflect the identities of the 
people who used the shrine, not just the Athenians’ perception of them: 
one Greek dedication to “Heavenly Aphrodite” (Aphrodite Ourania) found 
in the Piraeus region was composed by a woman called Aristoklea who 
describes herself as a “Kitian?” 

This sanctuary is also interesting in itself, since it was not used only by 
Kitians but also by people from Salamis, about twenty-five miles away from 
Kition in eastern Cyprus. Alongside the funerary monument erected by 
Domsalos of Sidon for Antipatros of Ashkelon, this suggests that small-scale 
regionalism among Phoenician-speakers in the Hellenistic period could re- 
late to their places of origin as well as the places that they settled, although 
Phoenician-speakers in Athens may well have had rather different and less 
permanent migration patterns than the “Sardinians” found in the west.” 

Inscriptions from the Aegean island of Delos provide another particularly 
interesting case study of diasporic organization and solidarity in another 
context where Levantine merchants were in a minority, albeit a wealthy 
and powerful one. Delos was a major banking and trading center, so sacred 
to Apollo that birth and death were prohibited on the island. Levantines 
first appear in the epigraphic record in the fourth century, when Tyrian 
“sacred sailors” (hieronautai) dedicated images of Tyre and Sidon there.” 
Philokles, “King of the Sidonians,’ then dedicated golden crowns at Delian 
sanctuaries and had a Soteria festival held on the island in his honor about 
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280 BCE,” and another embassy came from Byblos in 276.” Most of our evi- 
dence for Phoenician-speakers is, however, for people who actually lived on 
the island, at least temporarily, after 166, when the Romans made it a free 
port under Athenian control, ushering in a brief era of great prosperity.” 
Greek-language inscriptions record the presence in this period of people 
from cities including Arados, Beirut, Sidon, Tyre, Ashkelon, and Carthage.” 

As at Athens, the people from these different cities not only identified 
primarily with each other but also organized themselves in civic groups. 
There were separate shrines and dedications on Delos for the gods of 
different Levantine cities;*’ there is evidence for sustained endogamy or 
intermarriage among the Aradites;** and people from the different cities 
took different sides during the Mithridatic Wars.* There were also profes- 
sional associations attached to particular cities: in 178 BCE, businessmen 
of “Laodikeia in Phoenicia” (the Seleucid kings’ name for Beirut, as noted 
above), who were involved in warehouses and shipping, voted honors to 
one Heliodorus, a minister of Seleucus IV;** a synodos (assembly) of Ara- 
dites may have erected an honorary statue in 162;* and in 153, the “syno- 
dos of the Herakleists [ie., Melqartians] of Tyre, merchants and shippers” 
commemorated establishing a physical base in the city.*° At about the same 
time, “the koinon (association) of the Poseidoniasts of Beirut, merchants 
and shippers and endocheis” honored Marcus Minatius, a Roman banker, for 
enabling them to set up a similar establishment,*” and around 90 BCE, the 
same koinon honored another Roman benefactor, Gaius Octavius.* 

Although links between individuals from different Levantine cities on 
Delos appear comparatively weak, Phoenician-speakers did have substan- 
tial interactions with the Greek and Italian populations. They frequented 
the gymnasium; participated in politics, the Greek ephebate, and the Delian 
Games; intermarried with Italians; and dedicated at Greek sanctuaries— 
though apparently not at each other’s.® The honors awarded by the Beiruti 
Poseidoniasts to their Roman benefactor included the right to participation 
in the social activities of their koinon, and their large and impressive es- 
tablishment includes shrines to Ashtart, “Poseidon of Beirut,’ and the god- 
dess Roma, as well as a dedication of the famous image of Aphrodite beat- 
ing off a satyr with her slipper, which could be read as a distinctly Greek 
joke. Perhaps the best example of a well-connected Levantine man living 
on Delos in this period is Philostratos, a citizen of Naples, originally from 
Ashkelon, who honored the “Italians” (Italikoi) on the island and was hon- 
ored by them, who funded part of the “Agora of the Italians” as well as the 
sanctuary of the gods of Ashkelon, and whose son was an ephebe at Athens 
in the late 90s BCE.” 
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IDENTIFYING DIFFERENCE 


The practices of the “Italians” on Delos make a striking contrast with those 
of Phoenician-speaking merchants. They not only identified as “Italians,” 
but operated professionally in four corporate associations dedicated to 
different gods with no reference to civic attachments,” and they came to- 
gether in the second century to build the enormous “Agora of the Italians.” 
Inscriptions by “Israelites” are also found on Delos,” and in 166 BCE, a group 
of “Syrians” organized themselves as a koinon to celebrate the festival of the 
Syrian goddess.” Interestingly, however, Greeks on Delos sometimes seem 
to have shared the Levantine lack of enthusiasm for regional ethnic identi- 
ties. It is unsurprising that there are honorific decrees by the “Athenians 
established at Delos” from the period when the Athenians were officially 
responsible for the governance of the island,” but a subscription for repairs 
to the Agora of the Italians lists a variety of Greeks and Levantines by giv- 
ing their names, patronymics, and the names of their cities, mentioning two 
Delians, three Athenians, a Salaminian, a Chiot, a Knidian, a Tyrian, and a 
Sidonian, although it lists thirty-six Italians by name and patronymic only.” 

A similar picture emerges in other contexts. By the Hellenistic period, 
people from the Levantine cities were winning prizes at several of the great 
Greek festivals, including the Delian and Nemean games, the Theseia and 
the Panathenaia.” Like Greeks, of course, “Phoenician” winners at these 
games are always recorded as coming from particular city-states, but in 
other Hellenistic-period inscriptions, too, they are labeled by their cities, 
even when others are given larger group identities. One Greek inscription 
of about 200 BCE on a public tomb for mercenaries who fought for Iasos 
in Caria identifies the dead in a surprising variety of ways: some solely 
by patronymics; some, including Phoenician- and Greek-speakers, also ac- 
cording to their city (Aradite, Sidonian, Synopean, Tyrasian, Byzantian, 
of the Antiochenes); and others with patronymics and larger place-based 
identities—of the Galatoi, Mede, Cilician, Scythian. This is a nice illustra- 
tion of the range of possibilities available, and of the place of Phoenician- 
speakers on one Greek language spectrum.” 

Evidence from elsewhere, however, also suggests that Greek and 
Phoenician speakers could see things differently. It is, as already noted, 
relatively common to find several generations of ancestors listed in 
Phoenician-language inscriptions, while it never became normal in Greek 
epigraphy to give more than one, and Greeks tended to focus on the imme- 
diate family or on legendary ancestors, gods and city-founders, rather than 
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on the intervening generations.” More strikingly, although both groups 
identified primarily in relation to their cities rather than larger ethnic con- 
structs, the Greek norm was to call both citizens and their cities by ethn- 
onyms (“Athenian, the Athenians”), reserving toponyms (“Athens”) for spe- 
cific references to the physical urban center,' while in Phoenician, use of 
the toponym for cities is standard. Kings, for instance, are always kings of a 
particular city rather than of a group of citizens: MLK GBL (king of Byblos), 
MLK KTY (king of Kition), MLK SDNM (king of Sidon—which was liter- 
ally called in Phoenician “the Sidons”).'! For Phoenician-speakers, it seems, 
cities were places more than communities. This may relate to different po- 
litical cultures: the fourth-century inscription recording the diplomatic re- 
lations between Athens and Sidon names the partners in the agreement as 
on the one hand the “Athenians,” and on the other the “king of Sidon” and 
his descendants.'” Fifth- and fourth-century coinage from the “Phoenician” 
cities also suggests that civic identity was seen and valued rather differ- 
ently there than among their Greek neighbors: unlike contemporary Greek 
examples, almost all these coins name the king rather than his city.’ 

For the most part, Greek-Phoenician bilingual inscriptions found in 
Greek contexts simply follow the Greek norm and give civic identities as 
adjectives in both languages, but some exceptions suggest that the identity 
of the same person could be conceptualized differently in Greek and 
Phoenician, and that Phoenician-language inscriptions were more focused 
on family and ancestry than Greek ones. The third-century inscription 
from the Piraeus mentioned above that honors a religious official of the 
Sidonian community, for instance, calls him “Shamabaal son of Magon” in 
Phoenician, but “Diopeithes the Sidonian” in Greek.’” Another interesting 
example occurs in the third- or second-century bilingual dedication whose 
discovery on Malta in the eighteenth century led to the decipherment of 
the Phoenician script. This reads in Phoenician, “To our lord, to Melgart, 
Baal of Tyre, [the thing] that your servant Abdosir and his brother 
Osirshamar, sons of Osirshamar, son of Abdosir, have dedicated, because 
he [i.e. Melgart] heard their voice, may he bless them,” and in Greek, more 
simply, “Dionysos and Serapion the sons of Serapion, Tyrians, to Herakles 
Archegetes.”’® The two men describe themselves in Greek as Tyrians, but 
the Phoenician text simply names the brothers and their father, with no 
direct mention of a civic identity.’ Their city of origin is still evoked in the 
dedication to “Melqart, Baal of Tyre”; even then, however, it is the brothers’ 
religious rather than civic connection with Tyre that is emphasized. 

Finally, there is literary evidence that Phoenician-speakers were less in- 
clined than Greeks were at times to subsume civic identifications under 
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larger regional ones. We have no evidence for communal Phoenician insti- 
tutions of the kind that evolved among Greeks abroad in the Archaic period 
like the “Helleneion” sanctuary in sixth-century Naukratis in Egypt, where 
Herodotus says that Greeks from several cities, Ionian, Dorian, and Aeo- 
lian, worshipped, or the altar to Apollo Archegetes at Naxos described by 
Thucydides as “used by all Greeks.” There is no reason to think that such in- 
stitutions would not be reported in the literary sources we do have: Herodo- 
tus does in fact record a fifth-century “Camp of the Tyrians” at Memphis, 
another Egyptian city further to the south, where “Phoenician Tyrians” live 
around the temples of Proteus and foreign Aphrodite (Ashtart).’° Although 
Herodotus glosses these Tyrians abroad as “Phoenician,” on his own account 
this is something they themselves (or perhaps their Egyptian hosts) don’t 
feel the need to do. In the case of the Hellenion, by contrast, it seems that the 
name was chosen by the migrants rather than their hosts (or Herodotus): 
more than twenty dedications from Naukratis have been plausibly restored 
as offerings “to the Gods of the Greeks,’ a phrase that find no parallels in 
Phoenician.” This suggests that these Greek-speakers abroad chose (like 
the Italians later did on Delos) to identify with other Greeks, emphasizing 
at least in this context their collective Hellenicity, rather than to assemble 
in civic groups, like contemporary Tyrians. Can external commentators like 
Herodotus take us further in the search for Phoenician identities than the 
evidence that survives from the Phoenicians themselves? That is the ques- 
tion that I will explore in the next chapter. 


CHAPTER 3 


LSD 


Ss 


Sea People 


One of the most striking developments in studies of ethnicity over the past 
few decades, as in studies of identity in general, is a much greater empha- 
sis on how people, and peoples, define themselves—“emic” perspectives— 
over how they are defined by others (“etic” perspectives).’ But even if the 
emphasis here too is on how the people we call Phoenicians saw them- 
selves, we don’t need to discount the views of others. For one thing, 
external commentators might reveal collective identifications on the part 
of Phoenicians that are not apparent from our limited Phoenician-language 
sources. And furthermore, self-identification does not happen in a vacuum: 
not only does a sense of “us” need some “them” from which to differenti- 
ate itself, but other peoples’ opinions often affect the delineation of self.’ 
Internal and external perceptions can be difficult to disentangle: as we have 
already seen, for example, when local intellectuals and politicians label the 
Lebanese population “Phoenician,” this looks like an emic claim, but it in- 
volves an etic perspective on the ancient Phoenicians and relies in part on 
the doubly external perspective of European scholarship.’ 

I will argue in this chapter, however, that external sources fail to reveal 
a sense of common identity, history, or origins on the part of the ancient 
Phoenicians themselves, but suggest instead that they were not seen even 
by their neighbors as a homogenous ethnic group or nation. Instead, the 
label picks out social characteristics, designating a group united by contem- 
porary culture and practice rather than by historical links, and it tells us 
more about the authors who use it than about their “Phoenician” subjects. 

Near Eastern sources are unhelpful here, as they do not have a concept 
of Phoenicia.* Usually they simply identify people as belonging to one of 
the coastal cities, even in contexts where others are given larger regional 
designations: the Ahigar, for instance, a fifth-century BCE Aramaic docu- 
ment from Elephantine in Egypt, contrasts the “Sidonian” who is familiar 
with the sea with the “Arabian” who is more comfortable inland.’ If a larger 
geographical region is identified, it is much larger than our “Phoenicia.” In 
addition to the broad and vague concept of “Canaan” found in the Hebrew 
Bible that I discussed briefly in the previous chapter, the Assyrians, whose 
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rise to power began in the tenth century BCE, labeled the whole of the 
Levant “Amorite” or “Hittite” (the former a geographical term, the lat- 
ter a cultural one). In the later eighth century, Sargon could call a region 
stretching from Cyprus to the Euphrates “the wide land of Amurru, the 
Hittite-land in its entirety,’* and by the late seventh century, “Hittite” seems 
to have become the standard regional description for an area much larger 
than Phoenicia.’ 

It is only Greek and then Roman authors who delineate a smaller region 
called Phoenicia, describe as Phoenicians those who come from that area, 
and constitute the sole source of our own concept of the “Phoenicians.” In 
this chapter, I will look first for clues preserved in these sources about the 
identities held by the people they discuss, and then at how the Greeks and 
Romans themselves conceptualized their “Phoenicians.” 


MYTHICAL COMMUNITIES 


One obvious place to look for communal identity is in accounts of common 
historical memories, which, as Ernest Renan reminded us above, need not 
be real memories of events that actually happened. Promisingly, Herodotus 
tells us in his seventh book that “the Phoenicians, as they say themselves, 
used to live in the Erythrean Sea [our Indian Ocean], but migrated to Syria, 
where they now live on the coast.”* This could be interpreted not simply as 
a communal memory but as a constitutive event for the Phoenicians, like 
the stories of the joint Achaean expedition to Troy, or the Israelite Exodus: 
“[s]tories of migration, movement and settlement are important for notions 
of origin and identity,” 

All may not be as it seems, however: when the same story about 
Phoenician migration from the Indian Ocean is reported in passing in 
Herodotus’s opening series of claims and counterclaims in relation to the 
Persian Wars, it is assigned to Persian rather than Phoenician sources." 
Furthermore, Herodotus’s reliability when it comes to ascribing the stories 
he tells to particular peoples has been called into serious question, not least 
since the tales allegedly told by the Persians at the beginning of his work 
are largely in fact taken from Greek myth." Even if his story of Phoenician 
migration was based on a real conversation with “Phoenicians” and is 
elsewhere attributed to the Persians in error, who was Herodotus actually 
talking to, and was the label “Phoenician” their own or his? The only spe- 
cific encounter that Herodotus mentions in Phoenicia is with priests of the 
temple of Melqart at Tyre, from whom he learns about the foundation of 
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that city (and temple) 2,300 years earlier: this story of migration from the 
Indian Ocean would fit nicely into that conversation, and it would not be 
surprising if Herodotus generalized Tyrian views of their civic origins to 
the larger group of “Phoenicians” of which he himself certainly considered 
the Tyrians to be members.” Different considerations apply to his story 
that in 525 BCE the “Phoenicians” who served in the Persian fleet refused 
to fight for the Persian king Cambyses against the Carthaginians on the 
grounds that they could not make war on their “children” to whom they 
were bound by “great oaths.”"’ If true, then this was a sensible as well as 
sentimental move in the face of the rising power in the west. But even 
if this was a claim made by all three Phoenician contingents fighting for 
Cambyses, that does not mean they saw themselves as a collective, only 
that Tyrians, Sidonians, and Aradites all migrated to the west."* 

If accounts of historical events are problematic, what evidence do we 
have from Greek sources for Phoenician myths of common descent? Greek 
authors of the Classical period supply an eponymous founder-figure for 
Phoenicia, Phoinix, but the tales of his adventures do not seem to be based 
on local sources, and Phoinix and his family, including Agenor, Kadmos, 
and Europa, are only explicitly associated with Phoenicia in Greek myth 
from the sixth or even fifth centuries BCE, rather later than they make their 
first appearances in Greek literature.’* Furthermore, Phoinix in these Greek 
tales is the founder of Phoenicia, rather than of the Phoenicians, an impor- 
tant distinction: these stories do not perform a political function, demarcat- 
ing (for locals) a territory or polity belonging to Phoenicians, but simply an 
explanatory one, accounting (to Greeks) for the country called Phoenicia.’ 

Even the Greek stories told about Phoinix as a founder are strangely 
incoherent, suggesting some ambivalence about their meaning.” The full- 
est account is supplied by Apollodorus in the second century BCE: Agenor, 
who was born in Egypt, “left for Phoenicia and became a king,’ and after 
his daughter Europa was abducted by Zeus in the guise of a bull, he sent his 
sons Phoinix, Kilix, and Kadmos with one Thasos to search for her, telling 
them not to return without her. When they failed in their mission “Phoinix 
settled in Phoenicia, Kilix settled near Phoenicia and all the country sub- 
ject to himself he called Cilicia, Kadmos . . . settled in Thrace and Thasos 
founded a city Thasos.’” The implication is that Phoinix gave his name 
to the place he settled, just as his brothers did, but this is awkward, since 
Phoenicia is explicitly said to have been his starting point. 

Similar problems arise in the earliest surviving reference to Phoinix as a 
founder, a fragment from a play by Euripides. The passage begins: “Kadmos 
the son of Agenor, leaving the city of Sidon, came to the land of Thebes; born 
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Phoenician [phoinix], he changed his stock [genos] to Hellenic once he set- 
tled on Dirce’s plain.” The anonymous speaker then promises to explain why 
Kadmos had to come to Thebes, “having left Phoenicia’s land,’ and begins 
by saying that Agenor had three sons, who also included Kilix “from whom 
Cilicia is named” and “Phoinix, from whom that land takes its name.” At this 
point, however, the text breaks off.*° We do not know if Euripides went on 
to explain how Phoenicia got its name from Phoinix, but it seems unlikely 
that it was supposed to have happened before his brother Kadmos was “born 
Phoenician” in Sidon and subsequently “left Phoenicia’s land.” The Sidonian 
context also seems awkward, making the eponymous founder of Phoenicia 
as a whole a descendent of the king of one of its constituent cities.” 

A later story about the same family, in which a notion of kinship sug- 
gests a shared descent myth, at least between Tyre and Sidon, is explicitly 
said to come from local sources. Curtius Rufus, writing in the first cen- 
tury CE, claims that when Alexander the Great stormed Tyre in 332, the 
Sidonians fighting in his army “mindful of their kinship [cognatio] with 
the Tyrians—for they believed that Agenor founded both cities—secretly 
protected many of the Tyrians and took them to their ships, in which they 
were hidden and conveyed to Sidon. By this deception 15,000 were saved 
from the victor’s cruelty.’”? However, although the facts that Curtius relays 
are reasonably plausible, the explanation given for them need not be part 
of the original story—and even if we do accept that it owes something to 
Sidonian beliefs, these may have emerged closer to Curtius’s own time than 
the events he recounts. 

The best hope for getting to a local origin myth through Greek-language 
sources comes from the second-century CE Phoenician Enquiry of Philo of 
Byblos, now preserved only in fragments recorded by later authors.” Claims 
that Philo worked from local sources go back to at least the third century 
CE, when Porphyry of Tyre described the Phoenician Enquiry as a transla- 
tion of the work of one Sanchuniathon who lived in Tyre before the Trojan 
War,” and who Philo himself tells us was drawing on the commentaries of 
the Egyptian god Thoth.” Perhaps unsurprisingly, Philo’s work was largely 
dismissed as Greek storytelling until a treasure trove of Bronze Age mythi- 
cal texts discovered at the port of Ugarit in 1929 and fragments of the Hit- 
tite Kumarbi myths found in Turkey a few years later revealed surprisingly 
close parallels with parts of his text. As a result, Philo is now usually seen 
as exploiting Near Eastern legends as well as Greek ones, although it is very 
difficult to tell exactly when this is happening, and to what extent.” 

There are, however, good reasons to read Philo’s story of the origins 
of Phoenicia as one that had emerged relatively recently, and in a Greek 
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cultural context. He tells us that Kolpia and his wife Baau begot mortal 
sons whose children in their turn “settled Phoenicia,” gave their names to 
its mountain ranges, founded Tyre, and discovered useful things like fire 
and fishing, salt and the alphabet.”* The clue to the “Hellenicity” of this tale 
is that several of the humans listed, including Pollux, Misor, Sydyk, and 
Chousor, who is identified in the text with Hephaistos, are better known in 
both Greek and Near Eastern myths as gods: the whole passage is indebted 
to euhemerism, the atheist fashion of the Hellenistic period in which sup- 
posed gods were rationalized as historical persons.” 

Elsewhere in his work, Philo recounts a different myth of regional 
foundations, which positively undermines the notion of a collective and 
exclusive Phoenician identity based on common descent: the god “Kronos,” 
whom Philo identifies with El, founds Byblos as the first city in Phoenicia 
and later gives it to the goddess Baaltis, shortly after he has given Attica to 
his daughter Athena and at the same time as he gives Beirut to Poseidon, 
the Kabeiroi, the Agrotai, and the Halieis.* This is a story about cities rather 
than regions, where gods and not humans are the founders, it mixes Greek 
and Near Eastern gods and places, and it makes no specific link between 
these gods and the later human populations of the places they are given. 

There is then no solid evidence in the Greek sources for an identity as 
Phoenician among their “Phoenicians.” They can, however, tell us a lot 
about how these Phoenicians were perceived by their neighbors—and how 
these perceptions helped those neighbors construct their own identity. 
Things change over time, of course, and I will look here first at the Archaic 
and Classical periods, then later at Greek authors, and finally at the picture 
of the Phoenicians painted in the Roman period. 


GREEK PHOENICIANS 


The Phoenicians’ debut in Greek literature is in Homer’s Iliad, so it dates 
to the eighth or seventh century BCE. The Greek word phoinix must in fact 
relate to the word po-ni-ki-jo found in second millennium BCE Linear B 
tablets from the palaces at Pylos and Knossos, which already seems to have 
a similar range of meanings, including “crimson” and “palm tree,’ but the 
term is not used as a description of a group of people in these texts.*' Once 
they do appear, however, these Phoenicians are fundamentally a people 
of—and on—the sea.” This is an idea that Homer may well have inherited 
from a Near Eastern tradition: the kings of Arados, Tyre, Sidon, Byblos, and 
others are called “kings of the seacoast” in ninth-century Assyrian texts.* 
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However that may be, very little is said about the Phoenicians as a group 
by any Greek author in the Archaic and Classical periods other than that, 
as Homer put it, they are “famous for their ships” (nausiklutoi); there is no 
sense of a shared Phoenician character, culture, or society, and the focus is 
instead on their parallels and relationships with Greeks.“ 

Homer’s Phoenicians are already firmly associated with the sea. At the 
funeral games for Patroklos in the Iliad, the first prize in the footrace is 
the most beautiful silver mixing bowl in the world, made by “Sidonians 
[Sidones], well skilled in handicrafts, but brought across the “murky sea” 
by Phoenician men (phoinikes andres).** The people making bowls on land 
are identified according to their city, but the people transporting and trad- 
ing the same bowls are generic “Phoenicians.”* This point is reiterated in a 
later scholium or marginal comment on a manuscript copy of this passage, 
which declares that “to a supreme degree the Phoenicians were the first to 
plow the seas.’*’ A similar notion is found in the Odyssey; when Odysseus 
pretends to Athena that he is a fugitive from Crete, he tells her that he was 
carried to Ithaca as a paying passenger by “lordly Phoenicians” who have 
allegedly now returned to “well-peopled Sidonia”: here Phoenicians at sea 
are again associated with the city of Sidon on land.** 

And that is about all there is to them: Susan Frankenstein has already 
argued that Homer does not present the Phoenicians in ethnic terms at all: 
in the Archaic period “Phoenician . .. refers to a category of people involved 
in certain recognisable activities rather than to a single ethnic group, e.g. 
in the Homeric poems, all traders are ‘Phoenicians’ .”® Erich Gruen notes, 
furthermore, that Homer’s Phoenicians are “without a monolithic char- 
acter”: while some individuals are presented as greedy, other tales reflect 
well on Phoenician characters.’° Perhaps unsurprisingly, “Phoenicia” itself 
is a vague concept in Homer, described only as being on a route between 
Cyprus and Egypt.*! 

Two or three hundred years later, Herodotus is clearer on the geography: 
Phoenicia is the northern part of the seacoast of Syria, including the cities 
of Tyre and Sidon, with Palestine to the south separating it from Egypt.” 
However, he never directly locates “Phoenicians” in “Phoenicia.” Further- 
more, although their maritime and mercantile associations continue to be 
emphasized, Theodore Mavrogiannis has pointed out that despite more 
than forty references to Phoenicians, Herodotus gives “no organised de- 
scription of the Phoenicians with their customs and traditions, as we have 
in the case of the Egyptians, Ethiopians, Persians, and Scythians”* 

Herodotus’s Phoenicians are people of the sea from their first appear- 
ance in the first chapter of the first book, where we are told that learned 
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Persians blame the Phoenicians for the dispute between the Greeks and the 
barbarians that led to the Persian Wars: “For these, they say, having come 
to this sea from the sea called Erythrean [our Indian Ocean], and settled in 
the country where they still now live, at once began to make long sailing 
voyages. Among other places to which they carried Egyptian and Assyrian 
merchandise, they came to Argos .. . and set out their cargo.”* A few days 
later, these Phoenicians kidnap the Argive king’s daughter, Io, and make off 
for Egypt. But trade and abduction are not the only reasons that Herodotus’s 
Phoenicians take to the sea: the Phoenicians also make up the core of the 
Persian fleet.** It is worth noting in this context that although Herodotus 
repeatedly refers to this naval force as simply “Phoenician,” its leaders are 
identified according to his own account by their individual cities of Tyre, 
Sidon, and Arados, suggesting that they in fact commanded separate contin- 
gents, while other distinguished captains in the Persian navy are described in 
larger regional terms as “Cilician” “Lycian,” “Cypriot? and “Carian?” As well 
as military operations, Phoenician ships undertook peaceful expeditions, 
such as a circumnavigation of Africa on behalf of the king of Egypt, and 
they founded settlements, temples, and gold mines abroad.** Again, the way 
these events are described can be noteworthy: Herodotus follows his discus- 
sion of the foundation of the temples of “Herakles” at Tyre with a comment 
that “Phoenicians” established another temple of Herakles at Thasos on their 
voyage in search of Europa: as in Homer, the move here from the activities 
of the people of Tyre at home to those of Phoenicians overseas is striking.” 
Indeed, Herodotus’s persistent association of the sea with the Phoenicians as 
a whole, rather than with particular civic communities, makes it all the more 
likely that he would have extended a story of Tyrian origins in the Indian 
Ocean to the Phoenicians as a whole, as suggested above. 

The few episodes Herodotus recounts involving Phoenicians that are not 
actually set at sea are still almost all connected with overseas contact of one 
kind or another. Kadmos and his fellow-migrants taught the alphabet and 
the worship of Dionysus to the Greeks,*° and in turn the Phoenicians ac- 
knowledged that they learned circumcision from the Egyptians—although 
Herodotus notes that they tended to give it up through contact with the 
Greeks:*' by his account, they just are not very good at practicing distinc- 
tive collective behavior. At the same time, Herodotus draws attention to the 
connections between Greeks and Phoenicians, including the existence of 
Phoenician elements at the heart of Athens: the tyrant-slayers Harmodius 
and Aristogeiton, he reports, were members of the Gephyraian clan who 
(despite their own claims to the contrary) were Phoenicians who had come 
with their leader Kadmos to Greek Thebes.” 
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As we have seen, Herodotus is by no means the only author in this pe- 
riod interested in the Phoenician background of Kadmos and in the fictive 
kinship relations between Greeks and Phoenicians his adventures created. 
Euripides’s Phoenician Women, the chorus of his tragedy by that name, 
have stopped in Thebes on their way to become temple slaves at Delphi 
because of the kinship between Tyre and Thebes. And in this case again, 
Phoenicians are found away from home, and they have arrived by sea. 
Thucydides conforms to the same pattern: he mentions Phoenicians only in 
passing, but they are on the seas and overseas. He describes their piratical 
settlements on islands in the very distant past,** and also lists them among 
the “barbarians” who later lived in Sicily, the first author to our knowledge 
to describe them as such, explaining that: “The Phoenicians too lived round 
all of Sicily, occupying both coastal promontories and adjacent islands for 
the sake of trade with the Sikels. But when many Greeks sailed in by sea 
after them, the Phoenicians left most of these places and settling together 
lived in Motya, Soluntum and Panormus . .. partly because the voyage from 
Sicily to Carthage was shortest from there.”® 

It should be no surprise that intellectuals writing at a time of unprec- 
edented maritime travel and migration by Greek-speakers quickly associ- 
ated Phoenicians with the sea: that was where they encountered them, both 
close to home and farther away. And this was not only a phenomenon of 
the far west, where Levantines and Greeks settled in proximity: Herodotus 
and other authors emphasize the extent of cohabitation by Greeks and 
Phoenicians in the Aegean, and the material evidence also supports literary 
accounts of Levantine activities, settlements, and cults there.® Still, why did 
Greek authors recognize some sailors from other Mediterranean city-states 
as fellow-Greeks and others as something else? 

One thing that would have clearly distinguished “Phoenicians” from 
Greeks for Greeks was their language. The role of the Greek language as 
a criterion for Greekness itself is disputed: Jonathan Hall has argued that 
despite a great deal of evidence for mutual comprehension across dialects, 
there is little for the “awareness of a common Hellenic language” before 
the fifth century, and that even then the relative linguistic homogeneity 
of the epigraphical evidence from the Classical period might conceal a 
great “diversity of oral idioms.’ Nonetheless, it would not be necessary 
for a Greek to be able to understand every other form of spoken Greek to 
note that Phoenician is very different from all of them: one can imagine a 
Londoner baffled by a Glaswegian, but still readily able to distinguish the 
language being spoken from Arabic. The importance of language in Greek 
perceptions of “Phoenicians” seems to be confirmed in a fourth-century 
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letter supposedly written by Plato, which warns that a time may come when 
“in the whole of Sicily, overthrown by the Phoenicians or Opici and brought 
under their dominion, there will hardly be a trace of the Greek tongue 

Nonetheless, these new neighbors must have seemed rather familiar 
to the Greeks: also from city-states and often ports, the Phoenicians were 
traders and migrants much like themselves, who went about siting their 
settlements in a very similar way, on straits, in pairs, and where possible 
offshore.’ Some have gone so far as to suggest that the Greeks took the idea 
of the polis from the Levantine city-states. Such early contact, cohabita- 
tion, and familiarity helps explain why Greek authors tended to give the 
Phoenicians a less distinctive treatment than other peoples. 

There is, however, another important factor in the Greek construction of 
the Phoenicians: developing identities among Greek speakers themselves. 
These meetings were taking place at a time when, as Irad Malkin has put it, 
“Greeks, as Greeks, came to recognize specific commonalities among them- 
selves, articulating them in terms of common narratives, ethnic geneaolo- 
gies, awareness of a common language, and access to Panhellenic cults.” 
Sub-Greek identities also coalesced in this period, constructing supposed 
kinship groups such as Dorian and Ionian as well as regional identities like 
Rhodian.” As noted in my introduction, these processes of identity con- 
struction were initially aggregative rather than oppositional, emphasizing 
similarities between the same people more than their differences from other 
peoples, but the treatment of the Phoenicians in Greek literature illustrates 
the way in which the Greek-speakers could also constitute themselves in 
terms of identifications with non-Greeks. Similarities and interactions can 
be as important as binary oppositions for the constitution of collective 
identity, and identification with can somethimes do more than identifica- 
tion as or against. By highlighting their similarities with the Phoenicians, 
Greek-speakers identified themselves too as people of the sea; through 
kinship connections with Kadmos and his family, as well as through the 
“translation” of Phoenician gods into Greek equivalents to be discussed in 
chapter 6, they tied themselves into the story of Phoenician colonization, 
and through that, into longer, grander, and more exotic narratives. 


CHARACTER DEVELOPMENT 


Signs of a hardening of the boundaries between Greek and Phoenician were 
already emerging at the end of the fifth century, when Thucydides could 
call the Phoenicians barbarians in the passage mentioned above. His report 


Sea People + 53 


of the arrival of the Phoenicians in Sicily also seems to generalize contem- 
porary frictions, in that it “implies resistance and conflict right from the 
start between two ethnicities, Phoenicians and Greeks, whereas in fact the 
initial situation in Sicily had been more fluid, reciprocal, and transitory.” 

This interest in firmer boundary-marking continues in later Greek 
authors. For Pseudo-Skylax, who wrote a periplus, or sailing gazetteer, of 
the Mediterranean in the fourth century, the Phoenicians were again “bar- 
barians,” a subgroup of the Syrians who lived on the coast of Syria from 
the Thapsakos River (probably the Orontes) down to Ashkelon, as well as 
in colonies elsewhere.® Unusually for him, Pseudo-Skylax does not name 
Phoenicia itself, a choice that continued the tradition of disassociation 
between the people and the place: “And past Caria is Lycia, an ethnos. ... 
And past Lycia is Pamphylia, an ethnos. ... And after Pamphylia is Cilicia, 
an ethnos. ... There is after Cilicia the ethnos of the Syrians. And in Syria 
there live, on the coast, the Phoenicians, an ethnos.” 

This passage also fits in with a hardening sense of Phoenician 
“groupness”: Pseudo-Skylax is the first surviving Greek author to describe 
the Phoenicians as an ethnos. To call a group an ethnos in ancient Greek 
was not, to be sure, to describe it as an ethnic group in modern terms. If 
Greek-speakers wanted to specify a group of people who were understood 
to share descent, or at least to be “enlisted automatically by birth’— 
something closer to a modern definition of ethnicity, whether objective or 
subjective—they could use the term genos, from the root gignesthai, “to be 
born.’ Ethnos by contrast simply meant a group of individuals—sometimes 
animals—who had something in common, from descent to class to gender. It 
was often used with a meaning similar to the vague English term “people,” 
whether at the level of the city-state or in larger regional groupings. It is 
important to note, however, that both terms could be used very vaguely 
and often interchangeably, and this new development is still significant.*” 

The Greek stereotype of the Phoenicians also develops new aspects in 
the fourth century, suggesting a thicker conception of them as a coher- 
ent group with a particular character. But although some authors seem to 
describe them as wily or even mendacious, the examples we have may im- 
plicate Greeks as well. In his Republic, for instance, Plato has Socrates call 
his imagined community’s origins myth a “Phoenician thing” (Phoinikikon 
ti), but then he explains this as the kind of story about the past that (Greek) 
poets tell; here the association of Greek myth with a “Phoenician” prac- 
tice may in fact undermine notions of Greek virtue and superiority. The 
same could be true of a fragment of a comic play hesitantly attributed to 
Aristophanes, in which a character says, “I am becoming a true Phoenician: 


54 « Chapter 3 


with one hand I give and with the other I take away,’ but we do not know 
whether the character speaking is a Greek or a Phoenician.” 

Although these examples are not necessarily criticisms,” an association 
with deceitfulness seems to have stuck: two centuries later, Posidonius of 
Apameia called a story told by the people of Gadir (Latin Gades, modern 
Cadiz) about the foundation of their city a “Phoenician lie.”’”” And another 
story suggests that deceitfulness was not the only negative association 
with the Phoenicians, at least in regions where Greeks and Phoenicians 
lived in close proximity: around the year 300 BCE, the poet Hermesianax of 
Kolophon recounts the tale of Arkeophon, a prosperous man from Salamis 
in Cyprus whose parents were “undistinguished” Phoenicians, and whose 
efforts to woo the daughter of King Nikokreon (r. c. 332-310) failed because 
the king, himself descended from Teucer, a comrade of Agamemnon in the 
Trojan War, “was ashamed of Arkeophon’s ancestry, since his parents were 
Phoenicians.” Arkeophon’s subsequent attempts to persuade the girl to 
sleep with him without telling her parents are also a failure, and he starves 
himself to death; justice is served, however, when the princess’s hauteur as 
she watches Arkeophon being cremated annoys Aphrodite, who turns her 
to stone.” 

Could a stronger and more negative sense of the Phoenicians from the 
late fifth century map onto changes in Greek constructions of their own 
identities? As noted above, the fifth century did see a distinct hardening of 
the boundaries between Greeks and non-Greeks in Greek literature, and the 
development of a more (though by no means entirely) oppositional and hier- 
archical sense of Greekness.” The new characterization of the Phoenicians 
as “barbarians” fits into this trend, as does evidence for the assimilation of 
the Phoenicians with other barbarians in opposition to Greeks: in a speech 
that Plato puts into the mouth of Aspasia in his Menexenos, for instance, she 
praises the Athenians “because we are purely Hellenes and not mixed with 
barbarians. You will not find the descendants of Pelops, Kadmos, Aigyptos 
or Danaos or the many others who are barbarian by nature but Hellenes by 
convention living among us.”” 

This is, however, a difficult example: the author seems to satirize Aspasia’s 
views, a point that emerges from the simple fact that Aspasia herself is not 
an Athenian but a Milesian.” And it is easy to overemphasize the Greek, 
or Athenian, “invention of the barbarian” even in the fifth century, when 
“Hellenic” identity was already increasingly defined in terms of culture and 
education rather than kinship and descent, a change commented on by the 
fourth-century orator Isocrates when he says that Athens brought it about 
that “the name of ‘Hellenes’ no longer evokes a descent-group [genos] but 
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a way of thinking [dianoia] and that people are called “‘Hellenes’ who share 
in our education [paideia] rather than our origin [phusis]” 

One reason for the more distinctive and critical presentation of the 
Phoenicians in Greek sources in this period may have been the role played 
by Sidonians, Tyrians, and Aradites in the Persian navy. This force was so 
closely identified with its Phoenician members that both Herodotus and 
Thucydides could simply refer to the whole of the Persian fleet as Phoeni- 
cian, and Herodotus tells us that three Phoenician triremes were displayed 
at three Greek sanctuaries after their victory over the Persians at Salamis 
in 480 BCE.” The reaction though, if that is what this is, seems to start 
rather late,” and it is likely that the increasingly negative presentation of 
the Phoenicians as a whole was encouraged just as much, if not more, by 
the decidedly negative stereotype of the Carthaginians and their allies that 
began to develop in the fifth century in reaction to contemporary hostilities 
in the central Mediterranean between Greek-speaking communities and 
Carthage. 

There seems to have been a sense among Greeks of a signficant con- 
nection between their Carthaginian and Phoenician enemies in different 
parts of the Mediterranean. Herodotus tells us that after the battle of Lade 
in 494, the Phokaian general Dionysus fled Ionia to operate as a pirate, tar- 
geting Phoenician and then Carthaginian and Etruscan merchant shipping 
for punishment.” The same mentality may explain Herodotus’s report that 
the Sicilians placed the Athenian battle against the Persian fleet at Salamis 
and the Syracusan battle against the Carthaginian army at Himera on the 
same day in 480 BCE.” Although untrue, this notion persisted in Greek 
literature, and even became more elaborate, with the fourth-century his- 
torian Ephorus of Kyme claiming that the Persians and Phoenicians had 
approached Carthage before Himera, asking for its aid against Greece, just 
as the Greeks were supposed to have approached Syracuse for support 
against Persia.*° Jonathan Prag has shown that this synchronism between 
Himera and Salamis worked in Sicily as part of a new form of propaganda 
that conflict with Carthage from the fifth century onward suggested to the 
island’s Greek tyrants: just like Athens and Sparta in their wars against the 
Persians, they could now pose as the liberators of Greeks from barbarians.” 

The connection between Phoenicians and Carthaginians is emphasized 
in literary reports of the latter’s western wars, where they are sometimes 
simply called “Phoenician” Examples include Pindar’s celebration of 
Hieron the king of Syracuse, in which he expresses the hope that after 
his city’s victories at Himera and then at Cumae (in 474 BCE) the Phoeni- 
cian and Etruscan battle cry will remain quiet (perhaps another hint that 
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the fundamental reference of the term was linguistic); the fourth-century 
BCE letter by “Plato” quoted above; and a third-century BCE mention by 
Theocritus of Phoenicians on “the outer edge of Libya.” Two hundred years 
later, Diodorus Siculus reports a fleet attacking Syracuse in 396 BCE in what 
he calls both a war with the Carthaginians and a “Phoenician war”; he also 
regularly refers to Syracuse’s Carthaginian opponents as “Phoenicians.” 

Nonetheless, most Greek discussions even of western Phoenicians con- 
tinue to treat them in a relatively neutral way, with little sign of strong 
differentiation between Greeks and Phoenicians: Aristotle’s account of the 
constitution of Carthage, for instance, treats it in the same way as his Greek 
poleis, comparing and contrasting it in particular with the constitution 
of Sparta; Eratosthenes praises the good qualities of the governments of 
Carthage and Rome despite the fact that they are barbarians; and Polybius 
compares the Carthaginian and Roman constitutions to that of Sparta, and 
once again closely associates Phoenicians with the sea: maritime pursuits 
are their “ancestral craft,’ and something they are much better at than all 
other people. 


ROMAN PHOENICIANS 


The picture in Latin sources is not so different. Even in the Roman period 
there was still a pretty vague idea of what, and where, Phoenicia actually 
was: for Strabo in the early first century CE, it was the coastal part of Coele 
Syria, extending from Orthosias south of the Eleutheros River all the way 
down to Pelusium, while for Pomponius Mela, writing just a little later in 
c. 45 CE, the Syrian coast is divided into Palestine, Phoenicia, and Antio- 
chia. A decade or two later again, Pliny the Elder says that Phoenicia is 
an earlier name for part of what he simply calls Syria; those who insist on 
dividing the region further, he says, would call the middle part of the coast 
Phoenicia, with Syria to both the north and south; elsewhere however he 
traces Phoenicia from a former town called Crocodilion, south of Dor, up 
to Arados.*™ 

The Latin vocabulary used in reference to the Phoenicians embodies 
this rather vague and even contradictory picture. The original Latin word 
for Phoenician was poenus, a simple transliteration of the Greek phoinix 
without the initial aspiration—a feature that Latin lacked until the second 
century BCE.* With its alternative adjectival form punicus, this term was 
applied indiscriminately to Phoenicians in the east and west.** Although 
toward the end of the Republic a new, aspirated word phoenix appeared, it 
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was not commonly used, and the precise difference between the two Latin 
words poenus and phoenix was never fully clarified. Cicero makes a rela- 
tively rare distinction between eastern Phoenices and western Poeni in his 
speech for Scaurus delivered in 54 BCE: “All the records and histories of the 
past have demonstrated to us that the Phoenician people [genus . . . Phoeni- 
cum] is the most deceptive [fallacissimum]; the Poeni who arose from them 
have taught us through the many rebellions of the Carthaginians that they 
have not degenerated from their ancestors.”*’ In the same year, however, 
he uses the term Poeni in De republica to mean Phoenicians of all kinds.* 
Furthermore, it may not be as certain as translators have traditionally as- 
sumed that when, in a speech to the senate in 56 BCE, he includes the Poeni 
among the “peoples and nations” (gentes nationesque) that the Romans sur- 
pass in piety (though not in cunning), he is thinking specifically of the 
Carthaginians.” 

Confusion continues in the Imperial period, although poenus remains 
the standard term for “Phoenician” in Latin. Phoenix is occasionally used to 
distinguish the eastern Phoenicians as a separate group—the opposite of the 
modern practice of distinguishing the western Phoenicians from the main 
category—but in the mid-first century CE, Pomponius Mela refers to the 
“Phoenicians [Phoenices] who crossed from Africa to Tingentera” in Spain; 
it is unclear whether he is using Phoinices here of western Phoenicians 
or deliberately evoking an idea of an archaic eastern migration.” At 
times, the two are simply treated as synonyms: in the third or fourth 
century CE, the Latin prologue to the work of Dictys of Knossos refers 
(fantastically) to the text as being written originally in Phoenician letters 
(phoenices litterae), which a few lines are later called punicae litterae.”' 

Poenus and punicus are still used of eastern as well as western con- 
texts in late antiquity. Augustine uses the term phoenix only once, as 
opposed to more than thirty-five instances of punicus; as we saw in the 
preceding chapter, for instance, he calls the Bible’s Canaanite woman “a 
Canaanite, that is, a Phoenician woman who came from the region of Tyre 
and Sidon” (Chananaea . . . hoc est punica mulier de finibus Tyri et Sidonis 
egressa).” As noted above, this is more likely to be a reference to the lan- 
guage she speaks than an ethnic identification, and Augustine’s general 
usage of the word punicus seems to relate to a shared language rather than 
to kinship, raising the distinct possibility that in the Latin as well as the 
Greek tradition the term continued to have a primarily linguistic meaning. 

In one especially interesting passage, however, Augustine calls that lan- 
guage “Phoenician [punica], that is, African [afra].’ This picks up on another 
tradition whereby Latin authors from the late Republic onward deployed 
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poenus and punicus to refer to things related to North Africa as a whole, both 
within and beyond the Levantine settlements there—perhaps at least in part 
because of the widespread use of the Punic language in the region, a topic 
to which I will return in chapter 8.” 

The most famous example comes in the first ever use of the phrase usu- 
ally rendered in English as “Punic faith,” which is of course to say lack 
of faith, in Sallust’s Jugurthine War, written in the 40s BCE. Here punica 
fides is ascribed not to a Phoenician of any kind, but the Mauretanian king 
Bocchus: “But I find that Bocchus more from punica fides than for the rea- 
sons he claimed lured both the Roman and the Numidian (i.e., Jugurtha) 
with the hope of peace.” More prosaically, in the second century BCE, 
Cato describes the pomegranate as a “Phoenician apple” (malum puni- 
cum).°*° Furthermore, the association between “African” and “Phoenician” 
works in both directions: Servius’s late antique commentary on Virgil’s 
Aeneid explains his maritime “rocks which the Italians call the altars” as the 
place where the “Afri et Romani” made a treaty.” 

Despite the vaguenss of the language they used, Roman period authors 
did inherit from western Greeks the stereotype of the Carthaginians as de- 
ceptive, encouraged of course by the Punic Wars.” For Plautus in the third 
century, a “true Carthaginian” knows every language but cunningly pre- 
tends not to, and the late republican rhetorical handbook dedicated to Gaius 
Herennius quotes a speech of presumably mid-second century date claim- 
ing that the Carthaginians were confirmed treaty-breakers.” And again, 
this stereotype of Carthaginians was sometimes extended to Phoenicians as 
a whole in Roman contexts: according to Diodorus, a false treaty made by a 
Roman embassy with King Perseus of Macedon in 172 BCE led some of the 
older Roman senators to reflect that “it was not fitting for Romans to imitate 
Phoenicians, so as to overcome their enemies through deception and not 
through virtue.”"” We have already seen views about Phoenician deception 
expressed by Cicero, and a little later we have Livy’s famous description of 
Hannibal’s perfidia plus quam punica or “more than Phoenician perfidy.” 

At the same time, deception is not the only Phoenician stereotype that 
later Roman commentators inherited from the earlier Greek sources. Cicero 
in particular repeatedly raises their maritime associations: in his speech 
about the Agrarian law of 63 BCE, he explains the Carthaginian tendency 
to fraud and mendacity not by their genus, as in the speech for Scaurus, but 
by the fact that their harbors brought them into contact with merchants 
and strangers,’ and in De republica, written in 54 BCE, the same year as 
the speech for Scaurus, he describes the Phoenicians (along with the Etrus- 
cans) as a people of the sea: “[NJlone of the barbarians were themselves 
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originally sailors except the Etruscans and the Phoenicians [Poeni], the 
latter for commerce and the former as pirates.”’” Shortly afterward, the 
grammarian Verrius Flaccus tells us that “Tyrian waters” (Tyria maria) have 
become proverbial because the Poeni, originally from Tyre, have become so 
powerful on the sea that navigation is dangerous for everyone,™ 
decades later Pomponius Mela says that the Phoinices “discovered how to 
set sail on the sea by ship, how to conduct naval conflict, and how to rule 
over other peoples.”’® 

“Phoenician, then, was not deployed in Greek and Roman literary 
sources to designate an ethnic group in and from Phoenicia. In its earli- 
est usage, it was simply a vague term for Levantine sailors who spoke a 
distinctive language, and Greek authors tended to emphasize a wide range 
of similarities, geographical connections, and family relationships between 
these people and their own. The fact that the toponym and ethnonym do 
not map onto each other in several Greek sources—the wrinkles in the in- 
tellectual logic—suggests that the Phoenicians were not identified by their 
neighbors as a specific people attached to a specific place, culture, or his- 
tory. The Phoenicians were first perceived as having a more distinct char- 
acter in the late fifth century BCE, in the context of tensions between Car- 
thage and Greek-speaking cities in Sicily. In the Roman period a stronger 
and sometimes more negative stereotype emerged, but there was still con- 
fusion over the appropriate vocabulary: phoenix, poenus, and punicus were 
used to designate a variety of Phoenician-speaking groups, and there was 
in particular a distinct tendency to use the adjective punicus in relation to 
North Africa as a whole, not just its Levantine inhabitants or settlements, 
and to the Phoenician language. 


and a few 


LITERATURE AND IDENTITY 


I hope it is now clear that attempts to identify the Phoenicians as a single 
ethnic group, related by history, territory, or descent, do no justice to our 
ancient sources on this topic, internal and external. There is, however, an 
obvious objection to the story I have been telling so far, which is that it disre- 
gards the limitations of this evidence. Although our sources for Phoenician 
self-presentation are substantial—more than ten thousand inscriptions—the 
simple fact that they are inscriptions renders them suspect on this point: 
Greek and, for the most part, Hebrew epigraphy also lacks such large-scale 
“ethnics,” despite the fact that the terms “Hellene” and “Israelite” do ap- 
pear in their literatures, and we would hardly expect inscriptions to render 
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foundation myths or historical stories of the sort we find, for instance, in 
Greek myth and the Hebrew Bible. We simply do not have Phoenician liter- 
ary evidence of the kind that historians have used to reconstruct develop- 
ing Greek and Israelite identities in the ancient Mediterranean. 

Nonetheless, our lack of “appropriate” sources for ethnic identity in the 
case of the Phoenicians may not be a real loss for this particular project. 
For one thing, as we saw at the end of the previous chapter, different at- 
titudes about identity between Phoenicians and others still emerge even 
from evidence in the same genre. For another, internal descriptions are 
usually smaller and more localized than external ones.’ And finally, there 
is a real question mark over whether the kind of literature in which an- 
cient intellectuals explored being Greek or Israelite ever actually existed in 
Phoenician.’ 

Despite earlier epic and mythical texts found in the archives from 
Ugarit, a near neighbor of the cities we traditionally classify as Phoenician, 
there is as yet no direct evidence for myth, epic, or poetry being written 
in the “Phoenician” cities of the first millennium BCE: the romantic idea 
that there is a lost world of Phoenician prose and poetry written on pa- 
pyrus does not come from the ancient sources. Denis Feeney has pointed 
out that Greek and Latin literature is in fact an unusual phenomenon in 
the ancient Mediterranean: “It may appear natural for literate societies to 
have a literature, but this is a modernizing assumption against which we 
must be on our guard.”!% 

It is perhaps telling that Herodotus gets his story of “Phoenician ori- 
gins” from conversations with Tyrian priests, not from written documents. 
And although Pomponius Mela says rather vaguely in the first century 
CE that the Phoenicians invented “letters and literary works as well as 
other arts,” when it comes to specifics, we hear only of technical writ- 
ings of various kinds: Josephus says that Tyre kept archives going back 
to the time of Hiram and Solomon," and Strabo sings the praises of the 
philosophers of his own period from Tyre and Sidon, associating the latter 
in particular with arithmetic and astronomy (both invented, as he points 
out, to aid trade and navigation).'"! At the same time, there were, of course, 
literary authors from the cities of the northern Levant who wrote in Greek, 
including Antipater of Sidon and Meleager of Gadara, who was educated 
at Tyre, and most famously Philo of Byblos, and I will return to them in 
chapter 7.’ 

Evidence for literature in Punic, the western dialect of Phoenician, is 
also missing, at least for the first millennium BCE. An agricultural treatise 


Sea People + 61 


written by one Mago is the only item picked out for mention by Pliny 
(and indeed translation by the Roman senate) from the Carthaginian 
library that was donated to the “petty kings” of Africa after the destruc- 
tion of that city; we do not know what the rest of the books in this library 
were about. Nor do we know in what language(s) they were written.'" 
As Feeney has recently pointed out, it is very likely that Greek was a 
well-known language at Carthage, and there is no particular reason to 
think that the Carthaginians would have used a different one to partici- 
pate in literary, philosophical, and theatrical pursuits: departure from the 
Mediterranean’s Greek norm in this respect was, he argues, a development 
peculiar to Rome.’ Punic was, however, a literary language by late antiq- 
uity: Augustine tells us that many things have been saved from oblivion in 
books written in Punic.! 

If Phoenician literature itself did not exist, that would in itself be a 
real and interesting difference in cultural practices between Phoenician- 
speakers and Greek- and Hebrew-speakers in the Mediterranean of the first 
millennium BCE, which might relate to the apparent differences in their 
attitudes toward identity. Among the Greeks and Israelites, the invention 
of communal literatures involved not only the fabrication of literary lan- 
guages that could be understood horizontally across a variety of regional 
subdialects, but also the contemplation and consolidation of group identity: 
from the massed Achaean army of the Iliad to the wanderings of the chil- 
dren of Israel to the athletes and spectators that Pindar celebrates traveling 
together between Greek competitions.’’® The existence of such identities 
among an intellectual elite then meant that they were also available to a 
wider group of people at times of pressure, such as the Persian invasion 
of Greece or the Babylonian exile of the Israelites, as one way of dealing 
with a difficult situation: this is, after all, the traditional catalyst for the 
emergence of ethnic identity. We have no evidence that the same was true 
of the Phoenicians. 

It is relatively easy then to show that on the evidence available to us the 
ancient Phoenicians do not live up to standard modern scholarly defini- 
tions of an “ethnic group.” We have no evidence that they used a common 
name, or shared notions of territory, history, or descent, or that others saw 
them as a clearly delineated “people. Ethnicity in this narrow sense is not, 
however, all there is to identity, and in this book I am interested in group- 
ness and group-making as a whole. What did Phoenician-speakers have 
and hold in common; how did they differentiate themselves from others; 
and what sort of group or groups were created in this process? In the next 
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part, I turn from text and theory to cultural practice, to investigate what 
patterns of interaction and identification emerge in the period up to the 
siege of Alexander in the east and the destruction of Carthage in the west. 
I begin in the next chapter by asking whether our “Phoenicians” act as a 
group in any contexts, concluding that the evidence for this is weak, and 
then focus in the rest of part 2 on smaller and more specific groups that 
Phoenician-speakers did form with each other. 


PART II 
Many Worlds 


PSD 


CHAPTER 4 


eae 
Cultural Politics 


The most vivid stories of collaboration, diplomacy, and cultural exchange 
in the Iron Age Levant are the tales told in the Hebrew Bible of the deal- 
ings between Tyre and the Israelite kingdoms to its south, first during 
the tenth century BCE, when Tyre and the United Monarchy supposedly 
operated a joint trading fleet and collaborated on the building of the 
temple in Jerusalem, and then in the ninth century when Ahab, ruler of 
the Northern Kingdom, married Jezebel, daughter of Ittobaal of Tyre.' 
However unreliable the details of these stories may be, there is also epi- 
graphic evidence for linguistic similarities throughout the Levant in this 
period, as well as archaeological evidence for shared architectural tastes, 
including a striking mutual interest in volute (so-called Aeolic) capitals. 
Fergus Millar has pointed out that in Jerusalem “to the very end Tyrian 
shekels were the standard currency in which the Temple dues were to 
be paid.” 

This illustrates the main point I want to make in this chapter: although 
Phoenician-speaking communities in the Mediterranean naturally had a 
great deal in common and a lot to do with one another, they made con- 
tacts and identifications at least as easily with other neighboring places 
and people. There is very little in their cultural artifacts or behavior to 
suggest self-conscious community-building at the level of “Phoenician” 
until Carthage began to promote that identity to and for its imperial sub- 
jects at the end of the fifth century. I will start by looking at the evidence 
for joint political activity among “Phoenicians” in the Levant, before turn- 
ing to cultural interaction in that region, and then moving on to the west, 
where the modern notion of a “Punic world” can obscure the extent of 
collaboration between different groups of migrants. I will then go on in 
the next two chapters to examine specific case studies of political, social, 
and cultural networks that Phoenician speakers did construct with each 
other and others. 
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POLITICS BEYOND THE RIVER 


The great Near Eastern imperial powers that dominated the Levantine coast 
from the tenth to fourth centuries BCE never treated Phoenicia as a single 
political region or province. There were at least two Assyrian administra- 
tive units in the coastal region, one (Simarra) stretching north of Tripolis 
from the eighth century, and another (Sidunu), which from the seventh 
century reached north from Sidon past Beirut and Byblos, although it did 
not include Tyre, which was not directly governed.* The Persians, who con- 
trolled the region from 539 to 332, treated the cities as relatively autono- 
mous units within their fifth satrapy, known as Eber-Nari or “beyond the 
river” (Euphrates), which also included Palestine and Cyprus.* 

This approach reflects the facts on the ground: it is well known that 
the “Phoenician” cities never formed a political unit and rarely even co- 
operated with each other. As Maria Eugenia Aubet has pointed out, the 
very topography of the coastal plain, “made up of compartmentalized 
regions separated from each other by river valleys and mountain spurs, 
[which] formed a kind of internal patchwork which favoured the develop- 
ment of individual political units organized into city states” encouraged 
separation.° The cities back almost straight onto Mount Lebanon, with little 
agricultural hinterland north of Sidon. Along with their natural harbors, 
this physical geography encouraged the inhabitants to look out toward 
the Mediterranean—a shore-to-ship perspective—rather than toward their 
meager hinterlands or to each other. 

Although occasional alliances arose across the whole of Syro-Palestine, 
as against the Assyrian monarch Shalmaneser III in 853-845 BCE, the cities 
usually acted independently, and sometimes against each other’s interests. 
Not only did they operate separate fleets, but they had a tendency to leave 
each other exposed: Tyre, for instance, held out alone against a Babylonian 
siege from 585 to 572 and then against Alexander’s siege in 332. They were 
also prone to making hostile takeovers, especially across the southern ag- 
ricultural plain dominated by Sidon and Tyre, which is relatively easy to 
traverse. The annals of the Assyrian king Sennacherib record a King Luli 
of Sidon ruling over a large part of southern Phoenicia in the early sev- 
enth century, for instance, including Tyre’s mainland settlement (Ushu), 
though the island of Tyre itself is not mentioned;’ in the early fifth century, 
Eshmunazar II of Sidon records in an inscription on his sarcophagus that 
he took Dor and Jaffa, even farther south, into Sidonian control;’ and in the 
fourth century, Pseudo-Skylax lists a number of cities under either Tyrian 
or Sidonian control.’ 


Cultural Politics + 67 


Suggestions that Tyre and Sidon made up a joint kingdom or con- 
federation in the ninth to eighth centuries are, however, highly suspect. 
Josephus calls the ninth-century monarch Ittobaal king of the Tyrians 
and the Sidonians, but he also calls him simply king of the Tyrians, and 
Philip Boyes has pointed out that the former nomenclature is most obvi- 
ously interpreted as an attempt by Josephus to reconcile his own infor- 
mation from Tyrian sources, that Ittobaal was the king of Tyre, with the 
account in the biblical Book of Kings, composed six centuries earlier, that 
he was the king of Sidon.” The only contemporary evidence that might 
suggest joint kingship is an inscription from Cyprus that reads, “[Ahi] 
tub, governor of Qarthadasht (‘New City’), servant of Hiram, king of the 
Sidons.” But although this is often taken as a reference to Hiram II of Tyre 
(c. 739-730), we cannot assume that: we know nothing of Sidonian kings 
or colonization in this period, and there is no reason to dismiss the possi- 
bility that the Sidonians too had a king called Hiram or that they founded 
a settlement on Cyprus." 

Similarly, a suggestion that in the mid-fourth century Abdashtart I of 
Sidon also served as Abdashtart II of Tyre depends on a highly speculative 
connection between the inscription mentioned in chapter 2 recording the 
honors given by Athens to “Strato, king of the Sidonians” (Abdashtart I), who 
died around 352 BCE, where there is no mention of Tyre; a Roman-period 
reference to the appointment of a king called Strato at Tyre by Alexander 
after his conquest of the coastal cities in the 330s, where there is no men- 
tion of Sidon;"’ and a fourth-century bilingual Greek/Phoenician dedication 
set up at Delos by Tyrian “sacred sailors” (hieronautai) bringing offerings 
from Tyre and Sidon, which mentions in the very fragmentary Phoenician 
section a king whose name begins with the letters “BD."' If this king’s name 
should indeed be completed as Abdashtart (and there are plenty of other 
possibilities), the origin of the sailors suggests that this would have been 
the later, Tyrian, king enthroned by Alexander." 

That the ship carried gifts from neighboring Sidon as well does sug- 
gest a relationship of some kind between the two cities, although the 
hieronautai are identified solely with Tyre, so it was not at that time a for- 
mal confederation. Tyre and Sidon were also both involved in the founda- 
tion of Tripolis, a “triple city” they were said to have established jointly 
with Arados.'® This new settlement was, however, made up of three quite 
separate communities on different sites,’’ and according to Strabo, Arados 
had itself been founded by people who had “fled” from Sidon, so the foun- 
dation of another new city to its north could be seen in terms of an ongo- 
ing association between the neighboring cities of Tyre and Sidon, and of 
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evolving Sidonian migration patterns, rather than as an example of intra- 
city solidarity between three originally separate communities.” 

Diodorus makes another, more striking claim about Tripolis, however: 
“This city has the highest reputation among the cities of Phoenicia, for it so 
happened that the Phoenicians held a common council there and deliber- 
ated on the greatest matters.’” Unfortunately, he does not specify which 
Phoenicians held common councils, when this happened, or for how long. 
The passage introduces the story of a revolt by the Sidonian king Tennes 
against the Persians around 350 BCE, in which Diodorus also tells us that 
a Phoenician alliance was formed (presumably in Tripolis), and we might 
suspect that he is generalizing from information on coordination during 
this particular episode to more permanent arrangements, perhaps draw- 
ing on the Greek model of the Panionion and its common councils.” If his 
account does preserve a real wartime coalition, or even a more permanent 
common council, that might suggest increasing political cohesion in the 
fourth century under greater pressure from the Persian king; under more 
pressure from Alexander, of course, this breaks apart. Indeed, as we saw in 
chapter 3, the Sidonians joined Alexander’s assault on the city of Tyre—a 
factual report that is more reliable than their own claim to have secretly 
rescued many of their Tyrian neighbors during the episode. 

The “Phoenician” cities of the Levant operated largely as autonomous 
political units, coming together at times in larger regional groups, but only 
as a whole, it seems, for what may well have been a brief period in the 
fourth century BCE. Do their cultural practices tell a different story? Look- 
ing for a collection of shared cultural traits is after all a tried and tested 
method for identifying a coherent group of “Phoenicians” going back to 
the works of the nineteenth-century scholars discussed in chapter 1, who 
carefully collected and catalogued a “Phoenician civilization” craft by craft. 
The trouble is that it doesn’t work. 


POTS AND PEOPLE 


Understanding the ancient world as divided into a series of “peoples,” each 
with what Anthony Smith called “a distinctive shared culture,’ depends on 
an implausible idea of how culture works. As Sian Jones has explained, this 
“culture-history” model developed in the context of emerging national- 
isms in nineteenth-century Europe and made an important contribution to 
“the political manipulation of the past in Nazi Germany.” The best-known 
advocate of this kind of thinking in Mediterranean history is Fernand 
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Braudel, who described a “civilization” as “a collection of cultural char- 
acteristics and phenomena” found within “a space, a ‘cultural area?” and 
attributed to these civilizations or cultures “characters” and a “collective 
psychology, awareness, mentality or mental equipment” that make their 
reactions to events “an unexpressed and often inexpressible compulsion 
arising from the collective unconscious.” 

The culture-history model is still widely used to justify the claims of 
self-identified ethnic groups to territory on the basis of a continuous cul- 
tural heritage: a curious recent example is the dispute over the name of 
the former Yugoslavian Republic of Macedonia and its attendant claim to 
Alexander the Great as a national hero, including the renaming of Skopje 
Airport in 2007 as Skopje Alexander the Great Airport; the 2009 petition 
against these appropriations, which was signed by 372 international clas- 
sics scholars, made the equally dubious argument that the Macedonians, 
including Alexander, were “thoroughly and indisputably Greek.” 

In recent decades, however, the idea that distinctive cultures can be 
mapped onto particular groups of people has become increasingly un- 
popular among scholars. One difficulty is simply the fact that it ignores 
how people saw themselves, or even how they were seen. Instead, this ap- 
proach delineates cultural blocks and then associates them with specific 
peoples, whether or not they or their contemporaries did so. In principle, 
one could argue that ancient or “vernacular” conceptions of collective iden- 
tity, whether perceived from the inside or the outside, shouldn’t matter all 
that much to an ancient historian. There’s no obvious reason, after all, to 
privilege the notions held in the worlds we study—they were conceived and 
used to manage living in those worlds, not to aid the interpretation of them 
in an exhaustive scholarly fashion. That said, there is very good reason to 
resist applying modern ethnic labels that carry a preexisting assumption of 
a communal identity before it has actually been demonstrated—especially 
when the material evidence also contradicts an idea of narrow and homog- 
enous identity. 

A bigger problem is that the culture-history model suffers from what 
Paul Gilroy has called “an overintegrated sense of cultural and ethnic par- 
ticularity, or to put it slightly differently, that pots are not people.” And, 
indeed, it is never possible in practice to classify the archaeological record 
into geographical blocks. As Stephen Shennan puts it, “if we examine the 
distribution of individual types of archaeological material, especially if we 
use quantitative rather than mere presence-absence information, we find 
not neatly bounded entities but an enormous variety of cross-cutting pat- 


terns.” It is hardly surprising, then, that when ancient texts disclose the 
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boundaries of ancient “peoples,” these tend not to align with distributions 
of material culture.” This is certainly the case with the Phoenicians, where 
instead of revealing a single shared “culture,” different artifacts and prac- 
tices turn out to be characteristic of smaller or larger regions, or in some 
cases, simply different ones. 

Despite the fame of Phoenician craftsmanship, and in particular of their 
“high arts,’ many of the most famously “Phoenician” cultural artifacts have 
on closer inspection very tenuous links with Phoenicia itself.” Instead, these 
luxurious artifacts are a continuation of the “international style” of the Late 
Bronze Age, produced and purchased in an area much larger than ancient 
Phoenicia, and sometimes not actually found there at all.** It is well known, 
for instance, that the beautiful metal bowls with mythological and hunting 
scenes discovered in Italy, Cyprus, Iraq, and Iran, which are regularly labeled 
“Phoenician” in museums and textbooks, have never actually been found in 
“Phoenicia” or in Levantine settlements abroad, and that only a single one— 
out of about ninety—has a Phoenician inscription.” The real reason that these 
objects have been associated with Phoenicia is that Homer mentions exqui- 
site metal bowls from Sidon in the Iliad, but even if he is talking there about 
artifacts like these, that is no reason to associate them with all the Phoenician 
cities, rather than, as he says, Sidon.” Similarly, Glenn Markoe has admitted 
of “Phoenician” ivories that “very few examples have been recovered from 
the Phoenician homeland... . In truth, there is little hard evidence to associate 
them with any of the major Phoenician production centres; such attributions 
are based entirely on stylistic supposition.”*! There is equally little evidence 
for either metal or ivory working in “Phoenicia” itself, nor can a lack of exca- 
vation fully account for the lack of evidence for use of these luxury objects in 
Phoenicia itself, since they are very rare even at thoroughly excavated sites.” 

Might more everyday practices and objects reveal a shared Phoenician 
culture? Even Erik van Dongen, one of the most skeptical of the scholars 
now reevaluating the evidence for “Phoenician” ethnicity and culture, has 
suggested that “Phoenicia may be defined linguistically,’ and that it is pos- 
sible to define a Phoenician “archaeological character,’ a “fuzzy set” of cer- 
tain pottery styles and a particular genre of domestic architecture, which 
“has more to do with social, ecological and geographical factors ... than 
that this material culture somehow ‘belongs’ to the inhabitants of these 
regions.’* Although van Dongen must be right that prosaic and functional 
explanations to do with cost, available materials, workshop and apprentice- 
ship practices and so on probably account for distinctive types of housing 
or pottery in particular areas, the case for distinctive “Phoenicity” in all 
three phenomena he identifies may be optimistic. 
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Language is especially interesting, since it can be a powerful signifier of 
identity, but it does not have to be: Gaelic, for instance, has floundered in 
postcolonial Ireland, where the economic pressures to shift to English have 
had more impact than local “pride and prestige.’ And in northern New 
Guinea, a relatively unified region in terms of social relations and material 
culture, more than sixty languages in several different families are spoken.*° 

Inthis case, however, there is a question mark over whether the Phoenicians 
shared a language at all.*° Phoenician, Hebrew, Moabite, Ammonite, and 
Edomite are usually grouped together as “Canaanite languages,” which, with 
Aramaic and Ugaritic, make up the “northwest Semitic” language family.*’ 
All these Canaanite languages were almost certainly mutually intelligible 
(the standard distinction between a dialect and a language),** and the lan- 
guage spoken in the Iron Age Israelite (Northern) Kingdom was particularly 
close to that spoken in the neighboring “Phoenician” cities to its north.” At 
the same time, there were distinct dialects within Phoenician itself, most 
famously Punic, the version of Phoenician used in the western colonies.” 

Similarly, it is difficult to pinpoint a single “Phoenician” model for 
domestic architecture. Because there has been very little excavation of 
domestic contexts in the north of Phoenicia, almost all the evidence we 
have comes from a few sites fairly close to each other in the south, and 
even this suggests a great deal of variety. Héléne Sader summarizes the 
results of the excavations of Persian period housing in Beirut in the 1990s 
as follows: “Nine house plans were identified: these Phoenician houses had 
three to ten rooms of different shape and size, which were variously orga- 
nized”; a house of similar date at her own site of Tell el-Burak, a coastal 
settlement between Sidon and Tyre, is different again.” There are also par- 
allels between southern Phoenician sites and those of neighboring parts 
of Israel, both in terms of the layout of the houses and the pier and rubble 
wall construction technique, which seems to appear first in Israel.” It is 
worth noting that temple typologies also share certain features right down 
the Levantine coast, but they differ within “Phoenicia” itself in terms of 
construction techniques and cultic equipment.” 

So-called Phoenician ceramic forms with bichrome and later red slip 
decoration are also found all along the Levantine coast, in both Palestine 
and Phoenicia, as well as on Cyprus, with shapes becoming more stan- 
dard across the whole of Syro-Palestine from the sixth century onward.“ 
Again, the “Phoenician” identification is based largely on excavations in 
the south of Phoenicia, especially at Sarepta, Tyre, Tell Keisan, Tel Dor, and 
more recently Beirut, and again these reveal considerable local variation, 
with occasional signs of a regional circulation in the area of Tyre, Sidon, 


72 « Chapter 4 


and Dor.* It is telling that some specialists prefer to use the broader term 
“Cypro-Phoenician pottery,’ while others study this material in the much 
smaller contexts of individual production sites and local regions.** Similarly, 
the use of striking terracotta masks in funerary and ritual contexts actually 
originated in Bronze Age Syria and the southern Levant. Evidence of this 
practice is found in Cyprus by c. 1150 BCE, but only appears in the north- 
ern Levant in the Iron Age, when it continues to be popular further south 
and in Cyprus as well.”” 

If we reject this culture-history approach, then, and the objective 
identification of “civilizations, are there other ways to detect collective 
identity from culture? Of course, it is rarely the primary function of cultural 
artifacts and practices to mark or generate a corporate identity, or indeed 
any other mentality: there are usually much more practical or simply con- 
tingent reasons for particular choices.“ This does not mean, however, that 
those choices cannot also carry symbolic meaning, and it is obvious that 
material culture and cultural behavior is at times used to construct collec- 
tive identities of various kinds.” 

Here the “relational” understanding of identity most famously articu- 
lated by Fredrik Barth can be useful. This approach focuses not so much on 
the experiences and characteristics that “we” share, but on the things that 
keep people apart, the differences between “us” and “them,” and the impor- 
tance of marking boundaries between groups.” This approach is based on 
the plausible conviction that identity of any kind, personal or corporate, 
needs an “other” to make any sense, and that it is contact between groups— 
friendly or unfriendly—that leads to the formation of self-identity within 
groups. According to this model, identity is defined not by “the sum of cul- 
tural traits contained by it but by the idiosyncratic use of specific material 
and behavioural symbols as compared with other groups.’*! The markers 
that define that identity can change with changing circumstances, and they 
can emphasize what might seem to outsiders quite small differences from 
quite similar people. 

This relational approach has the major advantage that it tries to diag- 
nose people’s own choices rather than assessing them entirely from the 
outside and in retrospect. It is still, however, problematic. For one thing, 
even where identity is being marked in and with material culture, it is hard 
without textual help—and hard often even with it—to distinguish between 
the different kinds of identities that can be marked. Jonathan Hall has 
argued, for instance, that ethnic identity “cannot, in the absence of confir- 
matory literary evidence, be assumed from the mere detection of cultural 
signaling in the archaeological record; giving the example of hippies, 
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whose distinctiveness “in terms of dress, coiffure, music, diet, vehicular 
transport and even to a certain extent nomenclature . . . will be archaeologi- 
cally identifiable in the material record of the future” and might therefore 
be mistaken for an ethnic group. And Naoise Mac Sweeney has noted that 
having established a case for the marking of group identity in archaeologi- 
cal evidence, scholars too often then simply assume that this is an ethnic 
identity, whereas “the two processes should be separated, and the social 
meaning of a group identity should only be interpreted after its presence 
has been properly established.’ Furthermore, the most important thing is 
rarely the artifact itself, but rather how it is used: as Edward Bispham has 
pointed out, people’s cultural lives have a grammar as well as a vocabu- 
lary, and we cannot deduce much about grammar from traces of individual 
nouns and verbs.™ 

The bigger problem for those seeking a Phoenician identity, however, is 
that this approach, again, just doesn’t work: people simply do not seem to 
mark boundaries as “Phoenician” Funerary practice provides an example 
of how a relational approach might take us further than culture-history, yet 
difficult questions remain when we can identify an outgroup but not who 
counts as “in” This is another area in which the evidence presents a dis- 
tinctly mixed picture.” Inhumation is the usual form of burial in the larger 
Syro-Palestinian area, but cremation burials are found at a number of sites 
from the tenth century, and they become particularly common south of 
Beirut until inhumation becomes standard practice again across the whole 
region in the Persian period. There is also great variation even within in- 
dividual cities: both inhumation and cremation can be found in the same 
cemeteries in the north and south of the region, sometimes even in the 
same graves.” It is striking, however, that cremation was most popular in 
the part of Phoenicia nearest Israel, and it could have marked for those who 
practiced it one distinct and meaningful difference from their neighbors to 
the south.*’ Even so, the group constructing this exclusive identity by cre- 
mating its dead would not be “Phoenicians” in general, but some southern 
Phoenicians. 

In general, however, the people we call Phoenician seem to mark 
similarity more than difference, and not only with each other. A brief 
exploration of civic culture suggests that cosmopolitan identifications with 
people and places farther afield jostled with very localized phenomena, 
and although there is plenty of evidence for cultural interaction between 
“Phoenician” cities as well as with “foreign” ones, as on the political stage 
this only achieves some level of regional density toward the very end of the 
period under examination here. 
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The basic urban model found at Iron Age Tyre, Sidon, Byblos, and Arados, 
with upper towns and their public buildings separate from lower towns, 
is repeated throughout the Syro-Palestinian area,* but these ports also 
looked rather different from each other. The visual culture of Arados, for 
instance, made particular use of Syrian models,” and Byblos of Egyptian 
ones.” Indeed, the most striking feature of civic art and architecture in the 
periods of Assyrian and Persian domination is its eclectic cosmopolitanism. 
The richest evidence is from Persian-period Sidon, at the time the largest 
and most important city on the coast, and now through the accidents of 
archaeology the best known to us, so I will take it here as a case study. 

The Sidonians drew on a range of originally Persian, Egyptian, Cypriot, 
and Greek motifs for their art and architecture, from a series of small Egyp- 
tianizing shrines (naiskoi) of fifth-century or earlier date carved with sun 
disks and. uraeus (cobra head) friezes (fig. 4.1) to the sculpture found at the 
sanctuary of Eshmoun outside the town at Bostan esh-Sheikh, which in- 
cludes Assyrian-style column bases (fig. 4.2), Ionic column capitals, “temple 
boy” statues with Cypriot prototypes, bearded sphinxes and Egyptian gola 
or “throat” cornices, an elaborate Greek-style “tribune,” and the bull capitals 
also found in Persian royal palaces."' Another rich collection of “foreign” 
cultural references is found in the city’s sixth- to fourth-century BCE royal 
necropolis, now the star exhibit at the Istanbul Archaeological Museum. 
The monumental sarcophagi collected there, from the famous “Alexander 
Sarcophagus” to remarkable one-of-a-kind artifacts like the Lycian tomb 
(fig. 4.3), present an extraordinary range of artistic borrowings from the 
art of Egypt, Greece, Anatolia, and the Near East, often on the same ob- 
ject, but again with very little sign of any “local” element.” The variety of 
form as well as content gives the whole ensemble the sense of a developing 
collection: the search, it seems, was always for the next exotic, complex 
technique or artifact. This is a form of cultural hybridity in which all the 
ingredients came originally from elsewhere. It is also of course evidence for 
the practices of the very wealthy, but that in itself reminds us again that 
economic and political connectivity is often more important to the ruling 
class than ethnic difference. 

The Sidonian evidence also reminds us that the modern scholarly focus 
on differentiation from others can obscure the importance of identifica- 
tion with others in the production of one’s own identity. The cultural quo- 
tations involved are not straightforward identity claims: references to art 
from Persia do not of course constitute claims to be Persian.“ And in this 


Cultural Politics + 75 


4.2 A fourth-century BCE marble Assyrian-style 
column base decorated with abstract vegetal orna- 
ment at the Bostan esh-Sheikh sanctuary near Sidon. 


4.1 An “Egyptianizing” naiskos from 
Persian-period Sidon depicting a throne 
flanked by sphinxes, a frieze of cobra 
heads (uraei), and a winged solar disk. 


4.3 The fifth-century BCE “Lycian 
sarcophagus” from the Royal Ne- 
cropolis at Sidon, excavated under the 
Ottomans and now on display at the 
Istanbul Archaeological Museum. 


particular case, the commissioners of this architecture and sculpture were 
not trying to make a point about an affiliation with any particular people 
or culture, but quite the opposite: by making identifications with external 
traditions that were popular expressions of urban sophistication across a 
much larger region, they were emphasizing above all the cosmopolitan na- 
ture of their own cities and cultural practices.® 

The production of another kind of sarcophagus, the “anthropoid” type, 
seems to have been limited to Sidon and its reputed daughter-city of 


76 « Chapter 4 


Arados.® This appears to be a local adaptation of Egyptian anthropoid sar- 
cophagi brought back by Sidonian troops for (re)use at the Sidonian royal 
necropolis in the sixth century, from where it was adopted for wider use and 
remained popular into the fourth century, if not longer (fig. 4.4). As usual, 
one of the most striking aspects of these artifacts is their variety and cosmo- 
politanism. In particular, the basic Egyptian model was modified over time 
by techniques, and probably technicians, from a variety of Greek-speaking 
regions, and the marble used is almost always Greek (Parian, Thasian, or 
Pentelic). Finds of these sarcophagi have been limited in the Levant to Sidon 
and Arados, and it is not clear that they were made or even used outside 


4.4 A fifth-century BCE anthropoid 
sarcophagus from Sidon using 

a variety of Egyptian and Greek 
techniques to commemorate a 
woman. 
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these cities, which were responsible, respectively, for fifty-nine and twenty- 
seven of the eighty-six sarcophagi from the area with a secure provenance.” 
Although there are several other examples from the region whose precise 
findspots are unknown, it is particularly striking that no certain examples 
have yet been found at Tyre. This may change with further excavation, but as 
things stand, the anthropoid sarcophagi only reveal a strong cultural connec- 
tion across two specific Phoenician cites that maps onto a particular political 
connection between them. 

As S. Rebecca Martin has shown, however, interaction between the 
Phoenician cities does seem to intensify in the Persian period, a phenom- 
enon that she very plausibly associates with the cities’ shared experience of 
serving in the Persian navy.® One example comes from the funerary world. 
Although many different grave types are found in “Phoenicia,” including 
fossa, shaft, cist, hypogeum, and rectangular forms, and different vessels (or 
none) are used for the dead body or ashes, the fifth and fourth centuries see 
a hint of an emerging set of identifications across “Phoenician” elites: in a 
recent survey of burial practice in the Levant, Helen Dixon has pointed out 
that “in the Persian period elites from Arados southward all seem to signal 
their status through the use of marble, stone, and clay sarcophagi placed 
in rock-cut tombs.” Sarcophagus burials are not unique to the Phoeni- 
cian region in the eastern Mediterranean in this period, and so they do not 
seem to be marking strong group differentiation from other people in other 
places, as opposed to the status differentiation within communities that 
Dixon points out, but this increasingly common choice may well reflect 
increasing contact and interaction among these civic elites. 

The Persian period also saw a distinct intensification of cultural ex- 
change and borrowings between the Levant and Levantine migrant com- 
munities in the west, especially among the upper classes. Western findspots 
of anthropoid sarcophagi, for instance, include Malta, Sicily, Gadir, and 
Carthage: most or all of these are imports from Sidon or Arados.” And it is 
easy to find eastern quotations in western monumental architecture: a frag- 
ment of a small shrine found at Nora on Sardinia, for instance, recalls the 
larger and better preserved monument at the so-called maabed sanctuary at 
Amrit on the coast of Syria.”’ And the borrowings went in both directions: 
examples of green jasper seals found at Tharros on Sardinia, probably made 
there using the products of the local jasper mines, have also been found 
at Byblos in this era.” People traveled as well as goods and ideas: a late 
fourth-century inscription from Athens honors Apses the Tyrian and his 
father Hieron, awarding them crowns and grants of proxeny for bringing 
grain to the city on a journey that also took them to Carthage.” This voyage 
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from Tyre to Carthage was no doubt typical; it is telling, however, that fa- 
ther and son operated in Athens as well. 

At the same time, we need to be careful not to assume that there was 
a permanent and universally respected “special relationship” between the 
cities of the Levantine coast and the colonies in the west. Despite the tale 
preserved by Herodotus and discussed in chapter 3 that the Phoenicians 
refused to attack their Carthaginian “children” for Cambyses in the sixth 
century, later Carthaginian attitudes to Tyrians at least could be rather 
different. Livy records a suggestive episode in which Hannibal, in exile 
with the Seleucid king in the early second century BCE, meets a Tyrian 
called Aristo at Ephesus and sends him to Carthage with secret messages 
for his allies. Aristo’s scheme was discovered, and he was denounced in 
the senate by Hannibal’s enemies as a “Tyrian stranger” (advena): “A fierce 
debate ensued, with some arguing that he should be seized and impris- 
oned as a spy, and others countered that there were no grounds for such 
extreme measures, and that it would set a bad example to arrest visitors 
[hospites] without good reason: the same thing would then happen to the 
Carthaginians at Tyre and the other markets in which they frequently 
traded.” Although Aristo the Tyrian is an obvious person to send to 
Carthage, he is not received there as a compatriot, but as a foreign visi- 
tor, to be treated at best as visitors from other trading centers should be. 
Of course, Livy was not a firsthand witness to these events, but if he is 
following Polybius here—as he probably is—then the impression of likely 
Carthaginian attitudes is contemporary.” 

One way to understand cultural relations between ancient Mediterranean 
city-states is in terms of “peer polity interaction.’ This is the idea that in an 
environment in which significant power differences between communities 
do not exist, change within them can often be explained by contact, col- 
laboration, and competition rather than by purely internal developments or 
active external imposition.” Religious choices provide an interesting case- 
study.” The different “Phoenician” cities worshipped different groups of 
deities, but in similar patterns, in which one is usually recognizable as the 
primary or civic deity, often accompanied by a consort: the Lady and Lord 
of Byblos, Melgart and Ashtart at Tyre, Ashtart and Eshmun at Sidon.” 
Sometimes the gods themselves are shared: Reshef is found at Byblos, 
Sidon, and Kition, and there are references to Eshmun’s cult at Tyre and 
Arados as well as Sidon. These gods can at the same time mark cosmopoli- 
tan cultural identifications with places further afield: Ashtart is not only 
shared, but borrowed, since she is found rather earlier in Egypt and Syria 
than in Phoenicia.” 
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At most, however, these civic pantheons made up a “polythetic set,’ with 
similar but varying attributes, as opposed to a “diagnostic set,” whose at- 
tributes are universal within the set but not beyond it.*° And other aspects 
of religious practice seem likely to be confined to individual cities. One of 
the most famous “Phoenician” rituals is the spring resurrection ceremony 
that took place to celebrate the “reawakening” (egersis) of Melqart at Tyre, 
when an effigy of the god was burned on a pyre,” but although death and 
resurrection rituals were common throughout the Near East, the evidence 
that this also happened in Sidon for Eshmun and in Byblos for Adonis is 
from well into the Roman period and of dubious reliability.’ Nor is there 
positive evidence that the egersis of the god was also celebrated at the great 
Iberian Melqart temple at Gadir.* Furthermore, other ritual practices now 
commonly considered “Phoenician,” including child sacrifice, sacred prosti- 
tution, and necromancy, are also attested over a larger region.” 

The coinage of the Persian period provides a vivid illustration at a civic 
rather than personal level of “Phoenician” coastal cities learning from each 
other but also from others, and differentiating themselves at a civic level in 
this period. Arados, Byblos, Tyre, and Sidon, the four Levantine cities that 
fielded substantial naval fleets, began to mint their own silver and bronze 
coinage in the mid-fifth century.® There is considerable variation in when 
and how they did this, but also evidence for increasing standardization 
between them.* So Arados always used the Persian weight standard; Byblos 
and Tyre experimented with the Attic one; but over time, and somewhat 
inconsistently, Byblos, Tyre, and Sidon adopted a new standard that was 
based on a silver shekel and is now known as “Phoenician.” The designs used 
on the coins are for the most part rather different, but the cities did share 
certain motifs, such as the hippocamp found on coins at Arados, Tyre, and 
Byblos, and the galley that is featured on the coinage of Arados, Sidon, and 
Byblos (fig. 4.5). The coins also, however, betray a great deal of interest in 
design of coinage elsewhere. The bearded head on the fifth- to fourth-century 
Aradite coinage mimics Athena coinage at Athens, to the extent that when 
her eye moved from frontal to profile at the end of the fifth century, so did 
that of the deity at Arados. Tyrian coinage by contrast portrays the famous 
Athenian owl, though it renders the bird in a distinctly Egyptian style, while 
Sidonian reverses feature Achaemenid royal imagery—the lion hunt, the 
man in a chariot, the standing archer—throughout the Persian period.* 

What we find then in the cosmopolitan Levant is that while there is 
nothing to suggest a Phoenician “civilization”, or indeed an identity as 
Phoenician, there is a lot of evidence for cultural interaction both with 
other “Phoenician” cities and with “foreign” ones. The identifications and 
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4.5 Examples of Persian period 
silver coinage from the Levantine 
coastal cities. (a) Byblos: galley 
above hippocamp (obv.) and lion 
attacking bull (rev.); (b) Sidon: galley 
(obv.) and chariot scene (rev.); (c) 
Tyre: deity riding a hippocamp 
(obv.) and owl (rev.); (d) Arados: 
bearded male head (obv.) and 

galley (rev.). 


references made in the material culture of these cities are interesting pre- 
cisely because they can tell us about things other than ethnic identity, re- 
vealing in particular the quotation of “foreign” material culture as a marker 
of, among other things, one’s own class, status, and cosmopolitanism.** How 
does this fit in with practice in the migrant communities to the west? 


DIASPORIC NETWORKS 


There is no question that a variety of aspects of material culture differenti- 
ated Phoenician-speaking communities in the western Mediterranean from 
their neighbors, from distinctive cisterns and cooking vessels to shared 
tastes in ornaments and architecture. Certain artifacts, techniques, and 
motifs occur more often, sometimes much more often, in the visual and 
material culture of these cities than elsewhere, and they sometimes dif- 
ferentiate their inhabitants from their Levantine past as well: decorated 
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razors, for instance, are found in Levantine settlements in Africa, Sardinia, 
and Spain, but not in the Levant.” 

Nonetheless, the widespread scholarly concept of a “Punic world” in the 
western Mediterranean can be problematic. Like the Latin word on which it 
is based, the term “Punic” is used with several different meanings in mod- 
ern scholarship, from “western Phoenician,’ to “Carthaginian,” to the mixed 
populations and cultures resulting from Phoenician colonization of a region, 
to (as in this book) the western dialect of the Phoenician language, and this 
is potentially confusing.” Furthermore, despite the undoubted existence of 
a polythetic set of overlapping tastes and mutual borrowings, strong argu- 
ments have been made against the notion of a single, homogenous “Punic” 
culture. As in the east, there is also great diversity within individual regions 
and islands,” and there are complex connections with other populations and 
practices. Particular difficulties are associated with a very specific model 
championed by Sabatino Moscati in the mid-twentieth century that then 
became standard in much European scholarship, according to which the 
“Punic world” dates only from the sixth century BCE, replacing a “Phoeni- 
cian” phase in the west, and was a direct result of increasing Carthaginian 
hegemony in the region.” Sandro Filippo Bondi has recently emphasized the 
extent to which the different regions of the Phoenician-speaking western 
Mediterranean in fact grew further apart from each other from the sixth 
century in terms of their artistic and artisanal production, with local influ- 
ences becoming much more important; he labels these “Punicities.’” 

More important from my point of view is that there is no indication that 
the quotidian usages and borrowings noted above carried strong meaning 
for group-formation: similarity in material culture is the predictable conse- 
quence of the proximity of migrant communities sharing a mutually intel- 
ligible language, and, no doubt, often origins in the same city or region: in 
a world of peer polity interaction, other Phoenician-speaking communities 
would have been the most obvious peers. This would have made these cities 
seem familiar to people coming from other Phoenician-speaking places, and 
relatively unfamiliar to visitors from elsewhere, but as Peter van Dommelen 
and Carlos Gomez Bellard have said, it “appears highly unlikely that there 
was ever a comprehensive Punic identity”* Furthermore, although shar- 
ing a language and no doubt other ties of family and friendship naturally 
encouraged relationships between Phoenician speakers, these were by no 
means exclusive. 

The evidence from the Aegean discussed in chapter 2 suggested that 
“Phoenicians” living in communities there not only identified firmly, and 
sometimes to an unusual degree, with their original city-states, but that 
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they also built up political, economic, social, and cultural networks with 
their new neighbors as well as with other “Phoenicians” from their own 
cities and regions. I want to suggest in the remainder of this chapter that 
such complex interrelationships were also the norm at Carthage and the 
other more permanent settler communities in the west, where there is a 
great deal of evidence for Phoenician-speakers fighting, trading, visiting, 
and even living with people of other languages and origins. I will concen- 
trate on the evidence for the central Mediterranean, which has attracted 
particular recent attention for the extensive connections between Greek, 
Levantine, North African, Sicilian, and Italian merchants, rulers, and elites 
attested there in the mid-first millennium BCE.” 

One example of this is the regularity with which military alliances were 
made between “Phoenician” and “foreign” cities. The ones we hear of in the 
sixth century tend to be joint expeditions with the local population against 
attempts by Greek-speakers to found colonies in the region: Pausanias tells 
us that around 580 BCE, “Phoenicians and Elymians” prevented Pentathlos 
founding a colony in western Sicily,° and that Carthage allied with the 
Etruscans to defeat Greek colonists at Alalia in 535,” as well as with the 
Libyans and the Macae to defeat the Spartan Dorieus’s attempt to found a 
colony in Tripolitania c. 515."* According to Herodotus, Dorieus’s attempt 
to found another colony in western Sicily about five years later was foiled 
by the “Phoenicians and Segestans.”” 

In the fifth century, even Greek cities joined forces with the Carthaginians 
against other Greeks. Herodotus reports that at Himera in 480 Carthage fought 
with other Phoenicians, Libyans, Iberians, Ligyes, Elisyci, Sardinians, and 
Cyrnians, who had all been invited by the local Greek despot to help him re- 
gain his city from Theron of Agrigentum; Diodorus claims that the Selinuntian 
Greeks were also allied with Carthage during this campaign.’ Thucydides 
tells us that during the Sicilian Expedition of 415-413, the Athenian generals 
sent to Carthage for aid against Syracuse, and that the Syracusans considered 
doing the same against Athens.’ And such notices continue in the fourth cen- 
tury: Diodorus says that in 397, Greeks were ready to support Motya against 
Dionysius I of Syracuse and that Cyrene allied with Carthage in 322.’” Less 
convincingly, the Roman poet Silius Italicus lists the Greek communities of 
Cyrene, Berenike, and Barke among Carthage’s African allies in the third- 
century BCE Hannibalic War.’ The accuracy of these individual notices matters 
less here than the overall impression we get that military alliances across what 
would seem to be ethnic lines were considered plausible, indeed normal." 

Like war, commerce was a unifying force. Carthage traded with cities in 
the Levant, the Aegean, Cyrenaica, mainland and eastern Greece, Etruria, 
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Sicily, southern Spain, and, from the end of the third century BCE, Italy.' 
Even at the relatively small North African port of Sabratha, a quarter of the 
amphorae found that date from the fifth to the third centuries BCE come 
from the Greek island of Corcyra, and almost a quarter of the finewares are 
Attic imports, before a dramatic if unsurprising reorientation toward trade 
with Italy and the northern Mediterranean from the third century BCE.'° 
Trade led to cohabitation: there were Carthaginian merchant enclaves in 
fifth-century Sicilian Greek cities," just like the ones set up by Levan- 
tine cities in Athens and Delos, and by the middle of the first millennium, 
Carthage itself had a Greek community.” The mixed population of that 
city also included Italians, and intermarriage seems to have been common 
among elites: the Hamilcar who led the Carthaginian troops at Himera in 
480, for instance, was said to have a Carthaginian father and a Syracusan 
mother; in the later third century, the noblewoman Sophonisba married 
two Numidian kings; and Hannibal himself married an Iberian woman, as 
did Hasdrubal, his predecessor in the Iberian command.'” 

As in the Levant, openness to external models and cultural ideologies 
was in itself a distinguishing feature of western Phoenician-speaking set- 
tlements.’”° At Carthage, significant numbers of foreign imports and locally 
made reproductions were incorporated into eating, drinking, and funerary 
practices from the city’s earliest history. Egyptian artifacts were very popu- 
lar grave goods in the city, especially sphinxes, scarabs, and figurines of 
gods such as Anubis and Bes,"! and in the fifth and fourth centuries, “Greek 
fine-wares and wines dominated the Carthaginian tables." Dining cus- 
toms too seem to have come more into line with those of Greek-speakers: 
the study of animal bones shows that the consumption of pork increased 
dramatically from the fifth to second centuries, although we are told by 
ancient authors that contact with pigs was forbidden by Phoenician tra- 
“3 Tf it is true that the Carthaginian senate banned the teaching of 
Greek in the early fourth century to prevent treasonous communication 
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with enemies, this did not last long: Hannibal himself was supposed to 
have had a Spartan tutor who taught him Greek language, philosophy, and 
history.'* By the Hellenistic period, architectural elements more usually 
associated with Greek-speaking cities were also common, such as the Ionic 
capitals at the new port built in the early second century.'” 

Furthermore, “foreign” references regularly occur in what would seem 
symbolic contexts at Carthage, suggesting that marking the boundar- 
ies of identity in material culture was not a central concern. Greek and 
Egyptian deities and mythological scenes are often featured on the jewelry 
and the razors found in burials, for instance, and there are Egyptian and 
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Greco-Egyptian elements in theophoric Carthaginian names such as Abd-is 
(Servant of Isis) and Abd-osir (Servant of Osiris), suggesting more than 
merely aesthetic engagement with other traditions.'’° 

Furthermore, there were cults to Egyptian, Greek, Anatolian, and 
Mesopotamian gods in western Phoenician cities.!’ Diodorus tells us that 
there were “temples revered by the Greeks” at the Levantine settlement of 
Motya on Sicily,"% and the goddess worshipped at nearby Eryx could be 
interpreted as Aphrodite, Ashtart, Venus, or an indigenous mother goddess, 
according to visitors’ tastes.’!” In 396, in one famous example, Carthage es- 
tablished an official state sanctuary of Demeter and Kore, staffed by mem- 
bers of the city’s Greek community, in an attempt to appease these gods 
after the Carthaginian general Himilco and his army pillaged their shrine 
in Syracuse.” This shows that there was no prohibition on establishing for- 
eign religious shrines, although as Corinne Bonnet has underlined, it is not 
in itself an instance of cultural “Hellenization,’ but the appropriate solution 
to a specific problem the Carthaginians faced at the time.’”’ That does not, 
however, explain the considerable number of informal, rural sanctuaries in 
North Africa and on the Mediterranean islands that adapted the imagery 
associated with the worship of Demeter and Kore in Greek contexts, and 
perhaps even adopted those goddesses themselves—no names have been 
found—for their own local purposes.’ 

Thereisalso considerable evidence for technological and cultural exchange 
alongside economic interaction between “Greek” and “Phoenician” cities in 
Sicily in the Persian period.’? This phenomenon is vividly illustrated in 
the civic coinages minted by Levantine settlements in western Sicily from 
the later fifth century BCE, first at Motya and then at Panormus, which 
continued to mint its own coins throughout the fourth century. They 
borrow their standards, techniques, and iconography from other cities 
in Sicily, both Greek colonies like Himera and Syracuse and indigenous 
cities such as Segesta (fig. 4.6), to the extent that Panormus, Motya, and 
Segesta even shared dies for coins.' Furthermore, the earliest legends at 
Panormus and Motya are in Greek, and are almost always expressed as 
Greek-style ethnics: “of the Motyans” and “of the Panormitans”; these are 
replaced in time by the Punic toponyms MTW° and SYS.” The same is 
true of Sardinian architecture: at Tharros, where domestic opus signinum 
floors demonstrate the transmission of pavement technology and expertise 
between Phoenician-speaking centers, a rock-cut temple looks both to 
Greek and Levantine traditions in a distinctively central Mediterranean 
combination, featuring Doric pilasters, volute capitals, and an Egyptian 
gola cornice that closely resembles examples found at Amrit, Sidon, and 


now Tyre.’ 
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4.6 Late fifth- and early fourth-cen- 
tury BCE silver coinage from Sicily. 
(a) A didrachm from Segesta with a 
dog standing over a stag’s head below 
a small female head on the obverse, 
and on the reverse the head of the 
nymph Aegesta, an ivy leaf, and the 
legend “of the Egestans.’ Both sides 
are reproduced very closely in (b), 

a didrachm from Motya: although 

the earliest Motyan imitations of 

this coin had a Greek legend “of the 
Motyans,’ this one simply names 
“Motya” in Punic. (c) A tetradrachm 
from Syracuse, with a quadriga on 
the obverse driven by Eros, who is 
being crowned by a winged Nike, and 
below this scene Skylla reaching for 

a fish; on the reverse the head of the 
nymph Arethusa is surrounded by 
four dolphins and the Greek legend 
“of the Syracusans.’ (d) A tetradrachm 
from Panormus that closely imitates 
the Syracusan coin, though Skylla 
becomes a hippocamp, and the city is 
named in Punic. 


Borrowings went in both directions: Pompeii provides particularly signifi- 
cant evidence for identifications with Carthage and other Phoenician-speaking 
cities of the central Mediterranean; volute capitals are found in central 
Italy;8 items of jewelry made from the decorative glass beads popular at 
Carthage were prestige items in Italian cemeteries and circulated widely in 
Sicily;’” during the Hannibalic War, both Taras and Metapontum minted sil- 
ver half- and quarter-shekels;'*° and the Romans imported “small and humble” 
beds from Carthage as part of their funerary ritual.’*' This phenomenon is not 
confined to Italy: the Greek settlements of Emporion in Spain, for instance, 
borrowed imagery from Carthaginian coinage in the third century BCE.” 

To the extent that such choices reflect identity at all, it is—again—the 
identity of civic elites as part of a wider Mediterranean aristocracy. Interac- 
tion between colonists and indigenous populations in the Mediterranean 
is often discussed; what is striking in the evidence that I have looked at in 
this chapter is the extent of interaction between different colonial popula- 
tions: migration encouraged interaction and competition in contexts where 
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being from elsewhere created a connection in itself.'** There is, however, 
one western instance of an appeal to Phoenician identity in this period, and 
it is with this that I will finish. 


CARTHAGE’S PHOENICIAN COINAGE 


The first coins minted by Carthage were silver tetradrachms that appeared 
around 410 BCE. They often bore the Punic legends QRTHDST (Carthage, 
literally “New City”) and MHNT (“Camp,’ presumably a reference to the 
army), but they circulated only in Sicily, suggesting that they were needed to 
pay Carthage’s mercenaries in the city’s campaigns against southern Sicil- 
ian cities in 409-405 BCE.™ Like the earlier coins minted in western Sicilian 
cities, the technology, the Attic weight standard, and some of the iconogra- 
phy of this “Siculo-Punic” coinage was borrowed from Greek cities,'** but 
the very first series introduces something new. The obverse features a horse, 
usually just its front half, being crowned by a flying figure: this animal has 
been connected somewhat speculatively with a sun god, or more attrac- 
tively with the account given in Justin’s summary of Pompeius Trogus of 
the discovery of a horse’s head during the digging of the foundations of the 
new city.'*° On the reverse, however, is a palm tree, or, in Greek, a phoenix, 
“Phoenician” (fig. 4.7a).!*’ Unlike other imagery on these Siculo-Punic coins, 
such as the female head based on the head of Arethusa on the second series 
of this coinage (fig. 4.7b) that is borrowed from Syracuse and also appears 
on contemporary coins from Panormus, this palm tree draws on no obvious 


4.7 “Siculo-Punic” silver tetradrachms 
minted by Carthage for circulation in 
Sicily in the late fifth century BCE. 

(a) The obverse depicts the front part 
of a horse being crowned by a winged 
Nike, with the legend “Carthage” 
(QRTHDST), and the reverse features 
a palm tree with the legend “the 
camp” (MHNT). (b) On the obverse 

is a female head surrounded by 
dolphins that (like the coins from 
Panormus in fig. 4.6d) imitates the 
head of Arethusa on the coinage of 
Syracuse (fig. 4.6c); on the reverse, a 
horse stands before a palm tree. 
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models—palm trees are rarely found on earlier coins of any origin, and not 
at all in Sicily—and the pun on “Phoenician” is very unlikely to be a coinci- 
dence in the coinage of a “Phoenician” city. 

The fact that this is a Greek term is hardly an objection among the cos- 
mopolitan, multilingual Carthaginians, especially given that their own lan- 
guage did not provide an alternative.'** “ 
have been an appropriate Greek label for the great western maritime power 
to adopt, given its connotations of trade, migration, and the sea in Greek 
discourse. And in any case, if the usual explanation that these coins were 
originally minted to pay mercenaries in Sicily is correct, the initial recipi- 
ents of this coinage were more likely to know Greek than Punic, and the 
phoinix would remind Greek-speakers of the side by which they were being 
paid. There is more to this image than pure pragmatism, however, as shown 
by its longevity: the horse, the palm tree, and the divine head “are the basic 
types found on Carthaginian issues in all metals,’ and the palm was still 
used on the silver and bronze shekel-based coinage Hannibal minted in 
southern Italy during the Second Punic War.'” It reveals a deliberate choice 
to use a new image to convey a new message: as Suzanne Frey-Kupper has 
put it, “the punning type of the palm tree . . . stands for the large commu- 
nity of Phoenicians spread all over the Mediterranean.”™' 

This maps onto a change in the nature of Carthaginian imperialism, 
especially in Sicily. C. R. Whittaker argued in a classic article published 
in 1978 that until the fourth or even third century BCE, Carthage’s 
expansionary strategies primarily involved the control of ports of trade 
rather than “direct territorial conquest and annexation, a system of 
provincial administration, the levying of tribute, a method of exploiting land, 
unequal alliances and . . . trade monopolies and controls.” Scholars now 
quibble about some of the details, but no one has succeeded in disproving 
Whittaker’s basic hypothesis for the sixth and most of the fifth centuries." 
Counterexamples do not convince. Stories of a Carthaginian general called 
Malchus who subjugated the western part of Sicily in the mid-sixth century, 
including the settlements of Motya, Panormus, and Soluntum, and a decade 
or two later campaigned unsuccessfully in Sardinia, if reliable at all prob- 
ably record brief local disputes.'* Polybius’s account of a treaty between 
Rome and Carthage in 509 BCE mentions an area controlled by Carthage 
in Sicily and provides rules for the conduct of Roman trade in Sardinia and 
Libya as well as the banning of Roman ships from sailing down the African 
coast east of a “Fair Promontory” (probably Cap Bon), but although this 
suggests some form of local hegemony and a desire to protect the city’s 
local interests, it does not demonstrate direct territorial control—and since 


Phoenician” would furthermore 
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Rome could not realistically have claimed territorial control over the Latins 
listed as “subject” to them in this treaty in 509, either Polybius’s date is 
wrong, or some exaggeration was acceptable in these matters.!* 

There is even less evidence for Carthaginian imperial activity in Sicily, 
Sardinia, or Spain for much of the fifth century,'° but by the end of it, the 
evidence begins to fail Whittaker: Diodorus Siculus, who has an unsurpris- 
ingly detailed knowledge of Sicilian affairs, tells us that in a treaty between 
Carthage and Dionyius, the tyrant of Syracuse, in 405 BCE, the Carthaginians 
received Gela, Camarina, and perhaps other Greek-speaking towns on the 
island as tributary, in addition to recognition of their rule (arche) in the west 
of the island, encompassing the indigenous Elymians and Sicanians as well 
as the Phoenician colonies there.” While the precise arrangements on the 
island changed often over the fourth century, Carthaginian hegemony in the 
west of the island was regularly recognized by treaty.* Carthaginian coin- 
age entirely replaced local issues in Phoenician-speaking cities by around 
300 BCE, and the legends on that coinage included MHSBM (Treasurers), 
and B‘RST (in the territories), both of which have plausibly been taken as 
indications of greater institutionalized control.” There are also indications 
that Carthage maintained relatively strong control over Sardinia in the 
fourth century,'” held a significant territory and a significant number of 
the coastal cities in North Africa,*' and had extensive interests in Spain as 
well.’” By the third century, we have no real reason to doubt the substance 
of Rome’s claim, as reported by Polybius, that just before the First Punic 
War started in 264 BCE, “Carthaginian aggrandisement was not confined to 
Libya, but had embraced many districts in Iberia as well; and that Carthage 
was, besides, mistress of all the islands in the Sardinian and Tyrrhenian seas 
[and] lords of nearly the whole of the rest of Sicily.”!° 

This significant expansion in state-building activities from the late 
fifth century coincides with the adoption of the phoinix or palm tree on 
Carthage’s coinage, and imperial ambition also explains the reappearance 
of that palm tree on the smaller bronze coinage that Carthage started to 
produce for circulation throughout the western Mediterranean in the mid- 
fourth century, “making deliberate use of a limited range of generic types 
across a wide area of Carthaginian control.” The iconography on this so- 
called supra-regional bronze coinage had a practical purpose: since there 
were no numbers stamped on the coins, their images denoted the value. As 
Paolo Visona explains, “we can assume that a Punic merchant at Tharros 
or Lilybaion would have known how many bronze units with a pranc- 
ing horse . . . were equivalent to a gold or electrum denomination with 


a standing horse.”!** But as Suzanne Frey-Kupper has pointed out, it also 
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had an ideological purpose: “the limited concentration on a small number 
of anepigraphic supra-regional types also appears to suggest the relative 
cultural and political unity of the Punic world”!** These coins put the 
phoinix into purses throughout the area that Carthage controlled, a good 
choice for a burgeoning imperial power looking to draw together a broad 
group of its own subjects around an idea bigger than the imperial city itself: 
the bronze type with a horse standing before a palm tree, produced from 
around 300 BCE, outnumbered all other coin types in western Sicily in the 
third century (fig. 4.8).°’ Just as Carthage borrowed Greek technology for 
this coinage, and without a preexisting corporate identity in their own lan- 
guage to exploit, they also borrowed a Greek label to construct a new cor- 
porate identity that emphasized links between their Phoenician-speaking 
subjects, whatever their origins may really have been. 


48 “Supra-regional” bronze coin minted by Carthage in 
the late fourth to early third century BCE, with a female 
head on the obverse and a horse standing before a palm 
tree on the reverse. 


This appeal to common Phoenician identity made by a rising imperial 
power in and about its new domains is a striking example of the way that 
identity claims, and in particular ethnic identity claims, can be a tool of 
control rather than self-empowerment. Creating new identities, emphasiz- 
ing existing ones, or adopting them from external sources has always been 
a useful way for political leaders to define and, where necessary, motivate 
their subjects, whether or not they subscribe to them themselves: the classic 
example from the ancient world is of course Alexander the Great’s appeal 
to Panhellenic sentiment in his crusade against Persia, despite the weak- 
ness of his own claims to Hellenic identity. At the same time, a group iden- 
tity would have become increasingly attractive to Carthage’s allies with the 
increasing level of military hostility between Phoenician and Greek speak- 
ers in the central Mediterranean. It is unsurprising, then, that the image of 
the palm tree was picked up by Carthage’s closest Sicilian dependents in 
the fifth and fourth centuries: some late fifth-century civic coinage from 
Motya has a palm on the reverse (fig. 4.9), and coins from the second half 
of the fourth century at Rosh Melqart copy the Carthaginian type of the 


horse standing in front of the palm tree.’ 


4.9 Late fifth-century silver litra from Motya with a gorgon 
on the obverse and a palm tree on the reverse. 


90 + Chapter 4 


This is the only clear evidence for Phoenician identity that emerges from 
the many contacts, connections, and identifications made by and between 
Phoenician-speaking cities in the ancient Mediterranean. It opens up the 
question of what other kinds of communities they did construct, which will 
be the subject of the rest of part 2. 1 want to concentrate on phenomena 
that tend to be particularly significant for self-representation and mean- 
ingful expressions of group identity, so I am going to focus on ritual and 
religion; as David Mattingly has emphasized, this “is a key area of life in 
which communities define their identities—at times in ways that associate 
them with others and at other times creating social distance between them 


and others.”!® 


CHAPTER 5 
The Circle of the Tophet 


According to Diodorus of Sicily, when the Carthaginians were suffering 
greatly under siege from the Syracusan general Agathokles in 310 BCE, 
they thought they knew why: they had displeased their two most impor- 
tant and supportive gods. 


Because they thought that Herakles, the god responsible for those who settle 
abroad, was especially angry with them, they sent a large sum of money and 
many very costly votive offerings to Tyre. For having come as settlers from 
that city, it had been their custom in earlier times to send to the god a tenth 
of all that accrued to the public revenue; but later, when they had acquired 
great riches, and were bringing in remarkable levels of revenue, they sent 
very little indeed, esteeming but little the deity. .. . They also accused Kronos 
of turning against them inasmuch as in earlier times it had been their custom 
to sacrifice to this god the noblest of their sons, but later, buying children 
in secret and rearing them, they sent these to the sacrifice. .. . Hastening 
to put their error right, they chose two hundred of the noblest children and 
sacrificed them publicly; and others who were accused sacrificed themselves 
voluntarily, being no fewer than three hundred. There was in that city a 
bronze statue of Kronos, extending its hands, palms up and sloping towards 
the ground, so that the child placed in its arms would roll down and fall into 
a kind of gaping pit filled with fire.! 


The rest of part 2 will focus on the cults of these two gods, Melqart (called 
Herakles in Greek), and Baal Hammon (Kronos), as examples of commu- 
nity building within the Levantine diaspora that illustrate the advantages 
of looking beyond a “people,” to people themselves. This chapter looks at 
the way in which the infant-sacrifice cult of Baal Hammon created distance 
for a small group of Levantine migrants in the central Mediterranean—both 
from their homeland and from other diasporic communities, including 
other Phoenician-speaking settlements in the west. I then turn in chapter 6 
to the more widespread cult of the Tyrian god Melgart, which tied together 
Phoenician-speaking settlements throughout the Mediterranean, but also 
linked them with wider diasporic networks, including Greek ones. 
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The phenomenon of child sacrifice at Carthage and its neighboring co- 
lonial settlements has generated much scholarly discussion, but that has 
largely focused on the nature of the rituals, and in particular on whether 
the infants were actually killed or had already died of natural causes.’ By 
contrast, what I want to investigate here is what the cult can tell us about 
the construction of colonial communities. After a brief discussion of the 
evidence for the sites and rituals involved, I will ask what brought this 
group of settlements together in the first place, what sort of community 
developed between them, and how it eventually broke down.’ 


TOPHET CULT 


Diodorus is just one of more than thirty Greek and Roman writers who 
say that the Phoenicians, and especially the Carthaginians, sacrificed their 
children. When a god is specified, he is called Kronos in Greek, and in Latin 
Saturn; when the ritual is described, it involves burning in fire.* In the early 
twentieth century, these literary accounts began to be associated with a dis- 
tinctive type of sanctuary identified in some of the Levantine settlements in 
the western Mediterranean: open-air enclosures containing the urn burials 
of cremated infants and animals (usually sheep). These individual burials 
are often signaled with stone markers, sometimes with inscriptions that 
describe votive offerings to Baal Hammon (B‘L HMN) and his consort, Tin- 
nit (TINT).° Some of these sites have also yielded evidence for cremation on 
pyres, as well as altars, shrines, and other cultic installations.° The first such 
sanctuary was recognized at Motya in 1919;’ in 1921, an enormous site at 
Carthage came to light;* and about ten have now been identified altogether, 
dating from the eighth to the second century BCE (fig. 5.1). 

The connection between these sites and the ritual phenomenon described 
in the literary texts has been a matter of some controversy since they were 
first excavated, and by the 1990s, it was standard to dismiss the accounts 
of child sacrifice as hostile Greco-Roman propaganda, and to interpret the 
sanctuaries instead as special and especially sacred burial places for still- 
born children and infants, with sacrifices an exception if they happened at 
all. This view has now, however, been abandoned by many scholars because 
it is contradicted by all the available literary, archaeological, and epigraphic 
evidence. This includes the coherent and unequivocal claims in contem- 
porary Greek sources that the practice existed—and which, as it happens, 
present this custom more as curious than repulsive—and the osteological 
evidence from the cremated remains that the ages of the children at death 
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5.1 The circle of the tophet: sanctuaries established in the eighth to the second 
centuries BCE, including both certain and very likely sites. 


are incompatible with normal patterns of infant mortality. Most important, 
though, is the dedication formula on the inscriptions, reproduced thou- 
sands of times in different places and periods with hardly any variation, 
that describes the children as thanks-offerings, proffered because a request 
made by the sacrificer had been granted. In a typical example, for instance, 
the text reads, “To Lady Tinnit, face of Baal, and Lord Baal Hammon, (that 
thing) that Arish, son of Bodashtart, son of Baalshillem, maker of strigils, 
vowed, because he [Baal Hammon] heard his [Arish’s] voice.” 

We do not know what (if anything) these sanctuaries were called by con- 
temporaries, but modern scholars quickly labeled them “tophets” after the 
name given in the Hebrew Bible to the place in the Valley of Ben Hinnom in 
Jerusalem where people were said to have killed their children and “made 
them pass through the fire.””? I will use the familiar term here for conve- 
nience, though it is not ideal: there is no reference to burial in the biblical 
passages, and the archaeological evidence from these sites—lamps, masks, 
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incense burners, and images of dancing figures and women with drums"!— 
suggests that a rich variety of ritual activities took place there beyond the 
sacrifice and cremation of infants.” 

Tophet sanctuaries and the practices that went on there make an ideal 
case study of contemporary conceptions of community and identity, en- 
abling us to go far beyond the evidence for shared fashions discussed in 
the previous chapter. Even if we set aside dramatic later descriptions of 
mass civic rites like the one with which I began, the evidence for performa- 
tive rituals suggests that tophets were collective, communal institutions. 
Indeed, these sanctuaries seem to have served as a focus for civic identity: 
they were almost always established at the same time as the settlements 
themselves, and they were often carefully respected by later city walls.’ 
They were also large—the sanctuary at Carthage was at least three thou- 
sand square meters in size, with at least ten thousand markers and perhaps 
twenty thousand funerary urns deposited there over the course of its ex- 
istence from the eighth to second centuries BCE.” There is also evidence 
for “public works” at the Carthage tophet, suggesting that it was actively 
administered, whether or not it was a formal state establishment: the sanc- 
tuary was periodically resurfaced, service roads were preserved, a favissa 
(sacred refuse pit) was created to free up space for more burials, and at 
some point there was a large-scale extension to the west." 

The individual depositions and inscriptions support this impression. The 
very repetitive nature of the formulae used to describe the act of dedica- 
tion suggests that a shared social and religious ideology was at stake, and 
although the inscriptions on the tophet markers simply record offerings 
made by individuals (presumably the parents), urns containing the remains 
of more than one infant separated by less than nine months in age suggest 
that these rituals were not limited to the nuclear family.® And Greek liter- 
ary accounts, for what they are worth, suggest that at least at times the rite 
was conducted for the good of the whole city: in addition to the account of 
the mass sacrifice under siege from Agathocles in 310 BCE, Diodorus says 
that an epidemic in the Carthaginian army during the siege of Agrigentum 
in 407/6 led the Carthaginian general Himilcar to supplicate the gods by 
sacrificing a child to Kronos “according to his people’s custom” as well as 
drowning a herd of cattle in the sea as an offering to Poseidon.”” 

Tophets, then, were sites where gods, family, civic society, ritual, sac- 
rifice, and death all came together, and that gave them a peculiar power 
to represent the people who used them both as a civic community, and 
a larger diasporic network. Not much larger, however: although Sabatino 
Moscati suggested that the tophet was a distinctive component of “Punic” 
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settlements in the Mediterranean," it is obvious from a glance at the distri- 
bution map that they are not found west of Sardinia at all. Child sacrifice, 
or at least its monumental commemoration, was not characteristic of the 
“Phoenician” diaspora as a whole, nor was it a marker of Phoenician or 
Punic identity. The group of central Mediterranean settlements with toph- 
ets constituted only a small subset of the wider Levantine diaspora in the 
west. The relative scarcity of this cult means that the users of the tophets 
must have formed a self-conscious group: this was a rare and highly dis- 
tinctive ritual choice, and we see evidence for the same basic practices at 
all the surviving sites, practices that identified the worshippers with each 
other in a way that also served to differentiate them from their neighbors— 
including other Levantine migrants in the western Mediterranean. How 
might such a phenomenon have come about? 


COMMUNITY AND DIFFERENCE 


The first tophets for which we have good evidence were established at 
Carthage, Motya, and Sulcis on Sardinia in the mid-eighth century, all 
at—or possibly very soon after—the founding of the settlements them- 
selves.’ The earliest evidence for Levantine settlement on Malta also goes 
back to the middle of the eighth century,” and although the evidence for a 
tophet there—an early-nineteenth-century excavation near Mdina found 
sixty vases filled with very small bones, assumed by the excavators to 
come from children or animals, along with two inscriptions that refer to a 
molk, or offering, to Baal Hammon—can only be dated to the seventh cen- 
tury by the letter-forms of the dedications,”! we might reasonably suspect 
that this sanctuary also dated to the original foundation.” 

More tophets were later established in Africa at Hadrumetum (mod- 
ern Sousse) along the coast from Carthage (seventh or sixth century), and 
in Sardinia at Tharros (seventh century), at Nora (sixth century), and at 
Monte Sirai (fourth century).” Other potential tophet sites in Sardinia have 
also been identified: in addition to an as yet unexcavated site with signs 
of combustion identified at Pani Loriga, a settlement founded in the late 
seventh century, a tophet may well have existed for a relatively brief period 
in the seventh to sixth centuries on the island of Su Cardulinu at Bithia on 
the south coast, where there is an area of urns containing bones and vo- 
tive objects and a small Archaic altar; and there was a cremation cemetery 
with urns and fragmentary markers at Karales (modern Cagliari) dating 
from the fifth or fourth century.” Finally, a second tophet may have been 
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established in Sicily at Lilybaeum, the successor-settlement to Motya set 
up by Carthage in the fourth century, where eight Hellenistic-period stelai 
have been found that resemble tophet markers elsewhere.” With the excep- 
tion of Monte Sirai, all these would have been established at the same time 
as the urban settlement in which they are found. 

These settlements seem to have formed a distinct community from the 
start. The close relationship between the four earliest western sanctuaries 
is underlined by the similarities in their seventh- and sixth-century epigra- 
phy: all the sanctuaries use very standard formulations, declaring that they 
are a monument of an offering—sometimes, in examples from all four early 
sanctuaries, a molk baal, “the offering of a person/citizen’—that a named 
person has given to Baal Hammon.” This reflects broader cultural connec- 
tions between these settlements: the housing found at early Sulcis and early 
Carthage, for instance, is very similar.” 

There are also clear continuities with Near Eastern ritual practices such 
as the use of the favissa, as well as particular kinds of cremation rites and 
burials, and child sacrifice itself is well attested in the Levant in Iron Age 
literary sources, including the Hebrew Bible.”* While the relevant bibli- 
cal passages concentrate on the tophet at Jerusalem and do not explicitly 
refer to such activities in the “Phoenician” cities of the central Levantine 
coast, Curtius Rufus in the first century CE describes an intriguing attempt 
during Alexander’s siege of Tyre in 332 BCE to revive the custom of sac- 
rificing a free-born boy to “Saturn.” This evidence problematizes attempts 
to explain the function of child sacrifice purely in terms of the western 
colonial context, in relation, for instance, to the demographic requirements 
of a new settlement.” 

At the same time, the tophets marked difference from the homeland. No 
equivalent sites have yet been found on the Levantine coast, or anywhere 
else in the Near East.*° It seems likely, then, that it was only in the colonial 
world that the practice became fully institutionalized and ritualized with 
special sanctuaries.*! The establishment of tophets broke with the traditions 
of the homeland at the same time as it preserved them, both reiterating the 
relationship with home and moving toward cultural independence. 

This should come as no surprise; as the cultural theorist Stuart Hall put 
it, in colonial situations “our relation to [the past], like the child’s relation 
to the mother, is always-already ‘after the break; ” with cultural identities 
framed simultaneously by “the vector of similarity and continuity, and the 
vector of difference and rupture. .. . The one gives us some grounding in, 
some continuity with, the past. The second reminds us that what we share 
is precisely the experience of a profound discontinuity.’ And Corinne 
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Bonnet has already suggested a parallel for the development of the tophet 
rites in the cultural practices of African slaves in Portuguese Brazil, includ- 
ing the candombleé or “ecstatic rites . .. which involved several gods related 
to natural elements... or to African tribes” and recalled but did not repli- 
cate this involuntary diaspora’s African origins.* 

Like the rites themselves, the gods involved were magnified in the west. 
Baal Hammon seems to have been a prominent civic deity throughout 
Carthage’s history. But no rites to Baal Hammon are recorded in the Levant, 
and although the name by which he was known in the west does occur as 
an element in Levantine personal names from the eleventh to sixth centu- 
ries, it appears in its own right only in a late-ninth-century inscription from 
Zinjirli in southern Anatolia and on a sixth-century amulet from Tyre. 
In the late fifth century, a new name appears on the tophet inscriptions at 
Carthage, that of a goddess whose name, TNT, was for a long time vocal- 
ized by scholars as “Tanit,’ until Greek inscriptions excavated at the later 
tophet at Cirta revealed that there at least she was called “Tinnit.* Like 
Baal Hammon, however, Tinnit makes only rare earlier appearances in the 
epigraphic evidence from the Levant, where she seems to be particularly 
associated with the area of Sidon: she is invoked as “Tinnit [of] Ashtart” in a 
seventh- to sixth-century inscription from Sarepta,** and appears as a com- 
ponent of fifth-century Sidonian proper names.*’ At Carthage, by contrast, 
she became extremely popular over the course of the fourth century, with 
dedications regularly made to both “Lady Tinnit” and “Lord Baal Hammon.” 
Tinnit is usually named first, but then described as “Face of Baal.’** 

The tophet inscriptions are not the only evidence that despite their 
humble origins, these gods became very important in Carthage itself: the 
ninth-century Byzantine manuscript of the periplus of Hanno says that this 
account of a voyage along the coast of East Africa, probably to be dated to 
the fifth century BCE, was set up in the temenos, or sanctuary, of “Kronos,” 
and Servius’s late antique commentary on Virgil’s Aeneid calls “Saturn” 
and “Juno” the “parent gods” (dei patrii) of the city.” Furthermore, their 
Levantine origins still seem to have mattered: an inscription from Carthage 
(though not from the tophet) describes Tinnit as BLBNN, which probably 
means “of Lebanon.’ These gods looked both backward and forward, iden- 
tifying with the homeland, but at the same time making a new and better 
life in the west, just as the colonists themselves were trying to do. 

Beyond differentiating the “circle of the tophet” from the culture of the 
Levant, the rituals and gods that tied these communities to each other also 
differentiated them from earlier Levantine migrants who had established 
themselves further west from at least the ninth century BCE, at Huelva and 
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Gadir on the Atlantic coast of Spain, at Utica on the Mediterranean coast 
of Africa, and no doubt elsewhere as well.*! No evidence for child sacrifice 
or tophet-style sanctuaries has been found at these earlier sites, although 
there are literary attestations of a Kronion or Kronos sanctuary that was 
established with the settlement at Gadir.” 

Furthermore, the tophets underlined the difference in cultural and cultic 
practices between the settlers and the local populations in the places they 
chose to live. There are no known western precedents or parallels for this 
kind of sanctuary, and at Tharros, the new sanctuary was established on top 
of the still-visible ruins of an abandoned Nuragic village, a move that called 
attention to the earlier settlement at the same time as it obliterated it, reaf- 
firming the foreign identity of the ritual practitioners. 

Finally, and over time, these sanctuaries created moral distance from 
other Mediterranean powers. Although Greek literary sources tended to 
report the custom relatively neutrally, foreign politicians picked the custom 
out for particular disapproval: Justin records an edict of the Persian king 
Darius c. 491 BCE that banned the Carthaginians from sacrificing humans 
and eating dog meat; Plutarch tells us that Gelon, the tyrant of Syracuse 
who defeated the Carthaginians in 480 at Himera, inserted a clause in the 
peace treaty that the Carthaginians should stop sacrificing their children; 
and Porphyry has one Iphikrates forbidding human sacrifice to the 
Carthaginians at an unknown date.“ The reliability of these specific reports 
is less important than their plausibility to their readers. In this context, it 
is particularly striking that a study of an admittedly rather small sample 
of 130 urns from the Carthage tophet has suggested that child sacrifice 
became more rather than less popular at Carthage as the city increasingly 
came into conflict with Greek-speaking states of Sicily: the proportion of 
urns containing human bones to those with only animal remains increased 
from 70 percent in the seventh to sixth centuries to 90 percent in the 
fourth.* If this finding is reliable, the tophet was not only something that 
made the Carthaginians and their allies different in their enemies’ eyes, and 
often wrong, but it seems that the Carthaginians may have embraced that. 


A THEORY OF ORIGINS 


What created this very particular way of relating to the homeland, to 
other Mediterranean powers, to other migrants, to locals, and to each 
other? Explanations for the limited diffusion of tophet cult in the western 
Mediterranean have traditionally been based on other differences identified 
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between the colonies with tophets and those without them, such as varying 
levels of urbanization and divergent funerary practices. One widespread 
theory interprets the settlements with tophets in the central Mediterranean 
as larger agricultural settler colonies, while those farther west were smaller, 
focused more on metal extraction and trade, and therefore less in need of 
“civic” sanctuaries like tophets.** This model fits in neatly with the distinc- 
tion sometimes hypothesized by scholars of ancient Greek history between 
the apoikia (settlement) and the emporion (commercial) colony-types, but 
not with the archaeological evidence from the Levantine settlements in the 
west: there is in fact much more evidence for developed urbanism in the far 
western colonies than from the central Mediterranean sites with tophets, 
where extensive agricultural exploitation of a rural territory began for the 
most part only in the fifth or even fourth century.” 

Furthermore, the supposed noncommercial nature of these central 
Mediterranean settlements is called into serious question by their co-location 
at short and easy sailing distances from each other in strategic locations 
around the Straits of Sicily, through which ancient literary sources tell us 
almost all east-west shipping had to go: journeys between the earliest settle- 
ments with tophets would normally have taken no more than two days. 
Exclusive control of the straits would have provided this group of communi- 
ties with a wealth of economic opportunities, from the simple provision of 
ports and facilities, to taxing transit, to taking an active role in trade itself—all 
activities that would also have represented a challenge to established trading 
practices and networks in the western Mediterranean, including those of ear- 
lier Levantine migrants. The later foundations would then have reinforced the 
original settlements in a variety of practical ways, both commercial and agri- 
cultural. Hadrumetum in particular could have exploited or controlled coastal 
access via Cap Bon to the Sicilian strait—while Bithia, Nora, and Monte Sirai 
were agricultural centers that supplied the earlier coastal colonies, with Monte 
Sirai providing especially useful points of contact with the hinterland.” 

Did this tightly knit group of settlements only come together overseas, 
or was it based on an existing community in the Levant? Bruno D’Andrea 
and Sara Giardino have recently explored the possibility that the distinc- 
tive groups of Levantine migrants in the diaspora could have originated in 
different political factions, different classes, or different cities in the home- 
land.°° But what if the connection between this group of settlements that 
conducted child sacrifice was, quite simply, child sacrifice? 

This practice may well have been unusual in the east as well the west. 
Discussions in the Hebrew Bible claim that it aroused anger and disgust 
among some at least of the Israelites, and that it was banned in Jerusalem by 
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King Josiah in the late seventh century;*! it seems reasonable to suppose that 
it might also have been controversial among the Israelites’ northern neigh- 
bors on the Levantine coast. There is no more evidence for the practice in the 
east after the sixth century, and it is described as something that used to hap- 
pen in Phoenicia in the past by Philo of Byblos, or his Hellenistic sources.” 
According to Curtius Rufus, the attempt at Tyre in 332 BCE to revive the tra- 
dition was successfully opposed by the city elders, suggesting that there were 
reservations about the custom there by that date: one wonders about the 
circumstances in which it had originally died out—or was, as in Jerusalem, 
banned. It seems a plausible hypothesis, then, that the western settlers who 
practiced this particular and unusual form of cult came not from a different 
place or political faction in the homeland from other Levantine migrants, but 
from a different religious tradition, and so had a preexisting connection with 
each other that led them to settle in close proximity in the west. 

Perhaps the central Mediterranean settlers even left, at least in part, be- 
cause of local disapproval of their religious customs. We have no evidence 
that Carthage was an official colony of Tyre, and the foundation myth pre- 
served by Roman authors, which I will argue in the next chapter has a core 
going back to Carthaginian sources, suggests quite the opposite: the story 
involves personal betrayal, religious irregularity, and finally the flight from 
Tyre of refugees under the command of Princess Elissa.** Like the exodus of 
the Puritans to the New World, the formation of the “circle of the tophet” 
could have been a reaction both to new opportunities in the west and new 
religious restrictions in the east. 

Informal or even involuntary migration would make sense of these mi- 
grants’ ambivalent treatment of Levantine traditions. In Gillian Shepherd’s 
classic essay on Archaic Sicilian funerary architecture, she points out that 
the innovative choices made by Greek migrants to Sicily find closer parallels 
in the informal colonial cultures of North America established by migrants 
fleeing religious persecution and economic hardship at home than in the 
formal, governmental British foundations in Australia, where “British” cul- 
tural models were more closely followed.” My suggestion here is that west- 
ern tophet culture follows a similar pattern, perhaps for similar reasons. 

This notion of a trading network of religious extremists may seem coun- 
terintuitive, but social and religious connections are standard facilitators 
of commercial trust and cooperation, and there would be interesting par- 
allels with later and better-documented groups with both religious and 
commercial interconnections. The M’zabites are a case in point. This iso- 
lated group of Ibadite Muslims have traded since the Middle Ages from 
the M’zab valley in Algeria, 350 miles south of Algiers, and today still run 
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a widespread network of small shops throughout the Maghreb as well as 
in France.” Religion is literally at the center of the seven towns that make 
up the M’zabite community, of which the best known is Ghardaia. They are 
all constructed around a hilltop mosque, with the houses arranged around 
it in concentric circles or semicircles, although the roads converge on the 
market outside the ramparts. The ten thousand or so inhabitants of the val- 
ley are famous for their deeply conservative religious practices, emphasiz- 
ing “disassociation”: marriage with non-M zabites is strongly discouraged; 
women, who wear head coverings that reveal just one eye, do not leave 
the valley; non-Ibadites are not allowed to spend the night in their holiest 
town, Beni Isguen, and strangers are not allowed into certain parts of the 
town at all. At the same time, M’zabite men are traditionally expected to 
travel outside the valley for years at a time to serve the commercial inter- 
ests of their families and wider communities. The economic dynamism and 
success of the cities has always been based in great part on their religious 
principles, including sobriety and a strong work ethic, as well as their close 
links of kinship and religious practice. 

It is impossible to know how close a parallel the M’zab valley provides 
for the circle of the tophet, though it is tempting to note that a principle 
of dissociation might explain the obscure provision in the treaty struck 
between Rome and Carthage in 509 BCE that if a ship belonging to the 
Romans or their allies is driven by weather or hostile forces beyond the 
“Fair Promontory” (probably Cap Bon) in the vicinity of Carthage, they 
must depart within five days, having taken only what they need for repairs 
and offerings, as well as, perhaps, the requirement in the same treaty that 
traders have to operate in the presence of a local public official.°’ How- 
ever that may be, these new sanctuaries served to distinguish this group 
of colonists from others who spoke the same language and perhaps even 
emigrated from the same city, and religious, social, and commercial links 
emerge from this investigation as more important in the making of the 
circle of the tophet than kinship or civic origins. 


A SMALL WORLD 


So much for its origins. How did this community actually work? Many 
scholars have placed Carthage at the center of the tophet network from the 
very start, whether actively imposing the sanctuary form on its subcolonies 
and subjects, or simply providing neighboring settlements with an exam- 
ple they couldn’t safely refuse.** However, although Carthage was always 
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the largest Phoenician-speaking settlement in the central Mediterranean,” 
and as such it must always have been a major player in the events that 
unfolded there,” the evidence from the tophets themselves suggests that 
these ritual communities developed and worked together as peers rather 
than operating under Carthaginian control. 

In some senses, the Carthaginian tophet was actually the odd one out from 
the start, located to the south of the town ona low plain, while other tophets 
tended to be founded to the north on rocky hills and heights.®' Furthermore, 
most of the settlements and sanctuaries involved were in Sardinia—indeed, 
unlike in Sicily and Africa, every significant early Levantine settlement on 
Sardinia had a tophet. And Carthaginian religious “influence” is not much in 
evidence in the sanctuaries outside North Africa: although the earliest dedi- 
cations at Motya, Sulcis, and Malta record offerings to Baal Hammon, he 
and Tinnit rarely appear in later inscriptions at tophets other than Carthage 
and Hadrumetum, though the fact that there are relatively few inscriptions 
on the Sardinian and Sicilian markers at all may obscure the roles these di- 
vinities played there. Taken as a whole, the material culture of the earliest 
tophets gives little sense of central direction or coordination: there is a great 
deal of variety, fluidity, and experimentation in the eighth and seventh cen- 
turies in relation not only to the types of pottery used, but also the nature 
and treatment of the dedications (from infants to cows and sheep, to birds 
and tortoises), and the kinds of objects buried with them.” 

One example of this experimentation is the seventh-century initiative 
taken at Carthage to use stone monuments to mark deposits. These mark- 
ers reinforced the ambivalence of the connections the sanctuary made with 
the Levantine past. Most of the basic marker-forms are also found earlier 
in the east, including the naiskoi (small shrines) that became the standard 
monument type at the Carthage tophet in the sixth to fourth centuries 
(fig. 5.2).°* Like the little Levantine shrines of the same period mentioned in 
the preceding chapter, these adopted Egyptianizing decorative techniques, 
and the motifs carved on them often also find their models or inspiration 
in the Levant. As with other aspects of the western tophet cult, however, 
this is a matter more of inspiration than imitation: female figures occur in 
the east only in three-dimensional form, for instance, especially as small 
votive figurines, while at the Carthage tophet they are depicted in relief.” 

Furthermore, some popular Carthaginian motifs such as the lozenge are 
entirely absent in the east, while others, like the bottle idol, can be found 
in the Levant but become much more important in the west.*’ Another in- 
teresting example of the latter phenomenon is the so-called sign of Tanit 
(fig. 5.3), which appears on markers at Carthage from the sixth century 


5.2 Naiskos-type tophet markers at Carthage with borders framing, from front to 
back, a baetyl, a lozenge, and blank spaces. 


5.3 Naiskos-type tophet markers at Carthage with borders framing, from left to 
right, a bottle idol, and a lozenge alongside a sign of Tanit. 
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but is found occasionally in the Levant from the ninth century to at least 
the third.® Despite the traditional name given to this symbol, there is no 
positive evidence for a connection with the goddess Tinnit, a point I try to 
highlight by preserving in this particular phrase the more traditional trans- 
literation of this goddess’s name: the “sign of Tanit” is not necessarily a 
symbol of Tinnit. There is, nonetheless, a striking similarity in the way that 
both the goddess and the symbol arrive in the west in the Persian period 
from relatively obscure eastern origins. 

In their earliest phase, these markers also disassociated Carthage from 
all the contemporary western sanctuaries, and meant that for a consider- 
able period, the other tophets looked more like each other than like the 
Carthage sanctuary. From the sixth century, however, a significant number 
of the other tophets started to use markers too, often adopting the naiskos 
form that was then becoming popular at Carthage.” The phenomenon of 
the markers brings the sanctuaries closer together as a visual group, at least 
for a while—at Motya markers are only found in sixth-century levels””—but 
a comparative survey does not suggest slavish imitation of Carthage by 
the others. Instead, it provides a case study of the complexity with which 
these communities marked their relationships with each other, with the 
homeland, and with other people in the Mediterranean in this period. There 
are, of course, differences of a purely practical nature: the type of stone 
available locally has consequences for the techniques applied to it, and the 
details of the decorative moldings are probably due to local workshops and 
apprenticeship networks. Other choices, however, suggest ambivalence to- 
ward and even differentiation from each other. 

The most dramatic distinction is between the iconography on the mark- 
ers from Carthage and Sulcis, very likely the two earliest tophets.” Since 
the markers catalogued from the Sardinian site lack stratified excavation 
data, only broad comparisons between these two sites over a period from 
the sixth to second centuries can be made, but the differences are clear: 
human figures appear on 71 percent of the catalogued markers from Sulcis 
but only on about 6 percent of those catalogued from Carthage, where the 
depiction of geometric figures, and in particular baetyls (pillars), is much 
preferred.” Furthermore, at Sulcis men and women are featured in a variety 
of poses, clothed and nude (fig. 5.4); at Carthage, by contrast, the range of 
human types is much more restricted. 

A broader comparison of the catalogued markers from Carthage, Motya, 
Tharros, and Nora that can be dated more closely to the sixth to fourth 
centuries BCE suggests that while baetyls and, to a lesser extent, bottle 
idols are fairly popular everywhere, these tophets have very different 
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5.4 A marker from the tophet at Sulcis 
depicting a woman with a drum, framed 
by elaborate architecture below a 
winged sun-disk and a frieze of upright 
cobras. 


proportions of human figures: high at Nora and Motya, as they were at 
Sulcis, but much less so at Tharros. At the same time, the iconographic 
differences between Carthage and its maritime near-neighbor Motya are 
almost as great as those between Carthage and Sulcis: this is particularly 
obvious in the distribution of the lozenge/hexagon symbol, which is quite 
popular at Carthage, but much less so at Tharros and Nora, and very rare at 
Motya. It was completely absent at Sulcis and Carthage’s African neighbor 
of Hadrumetum.” Hadrumetum does not in fact follow Carthage’s model 
at all closely in this period. Markers only started to appear there in the 
late fifth century or even later, and the few published from Level II (c. 400- 
250 BCE) are very eclectic.” In addition to a scene of an enthroned deity 
that finds extensive parallels in the east, but not at Carthage, two depict 
triple baetyls, putting them closer to markers from some of the Sardinia 
sites than to Carthage, where single baetyls were the norm.” 

Different tophets also signal different relations with the Levant on their 
markers. Clear iconographic identifications with the “homeland” are in 
fact more common in the other tophets than at Carthage.”” Motya seems 
to make particularly close and direct identifications with the subjects and 
techniques of Levantine art:” only there, for instance, do we find represen- 
tations of thrones of the type depicted on naiskoi from Sidon, and which 
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are also found in three-dimensional form in the east, with the western in- 
novation that one of the Motyan examples actually has a figure sitting on 
the throne. Moscati puts this Sicilian-Sardinian phenomenon down to a sea 
route from the east that “presumably excluded Carthage,’ with Sicily as the 
stepping-stone (punto di passaggio) to Sardinia.” This may have something 
to it, but ideas do not travel on their own: choice was involved here as well, 
and Sicilian and Sardinian traders and travelers would hardly have been 
unaware of fashions at Carthage. 

So Carthage is by no means always the central reference point for the 
tophets in this period, but the iconographic evidence does not point to 
straightforward regional or island patterns either: instead, it suggests that 
the tophets made a variety of identifications across the whole network, and 
that within the circle of the tophet different sites carried out different forms 
of cultural negotiation with the homeland. Concepts from social network 
theory can be helpful here. The normal experience in networks of all kinds, 
from friendship circles to the Internet, is that in choosing which connec- 
tions to make, “nodes” (in this case the people attached to the individual 
sanctuaries or settlements) prefer to link with other nodes that already have 
a lot of links, which would explain the significant role played by Carthage 
as a visual model without requiring either imperial imposition or craven 
imitation. At the same time, the varied and cross-cutting visual identifica- 
tions within the circle of the tophet suggest a continuing proliferation of 
what social network theorists call “weak links” within and across the group 
as a whole, adding up to a coherent, dynamic, and noncentralized system, 
or “small world.” In this system, peer polity interaction and competition, 
as well as sociocultural links, prove stronger than imperialism or political 
relationships.” This state of affairs, however, was not to last. 


FRAGMENTATION AND EMPIRE 


The wars between Carthage, Syracuse, and Rome in the central 
Mediterranean seem in themselves to have made little difference to the 
overall shape of the circle of the tophet. Motya’s sanctuary survived that 
city’s destruction at the hands of Dionysius I of Syracuse in 397 BCE, 
perhaps even into the third century, and the Sardinian tophets were not 
affected by the Roman annexation of the island in the mid-third century, 
operating until the third or second century at Nora and Tharros, the second 
century at Monte Sirai, and the second or first century at Sulcis. At Monte 
Sirai there is even evidence that major works took place in the tophet 
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toward the end of the third century, when the island was already under 
Roman control." There were, however, profound changes in the visual re- 
lationships between the sanctuaries in this period: from the fourth cen- 
tury, the appearance of the tophets conforms to regional patterns rather 
than making links across the whole network and beyond, and Carthage 
looms larger, both as an example to follow and one to reject—a direct re- 
sult, I will suggest, of increasing Carthaginian imperialism in the central 
Mediterranean in this period. 

The appearance of the Carthage sanctuary itself altered dramatically in 
this period, with the markers now for the most part flat limestone slabs 
or stelai with gables and often acroteria in the Greek style. At the same 
time, a new core set of symbols emerged: the sign of Tanit, which appears 
on 48 percent of catalogued markers from this period (as opposed to only 
5 percent of those from the fourth century and earlier), the caduceus on 
35 percent, the hand on 31 percent, and the combined crescent-disk on 
25 percent (fig. 5.5). Interestingly, these motifs are all found on flat stone 
monuments in the Near East as well.” This standard symbolic set ap- 
pears with particular frequency on the thinner and smaller—and therefore 
cheaper—markers, while larger, thicker, and presumably more expensive 
markers tend to depict a wider range of motifs, making identifications with 
Egypt, Greece, and Etruria, as well as the Levant." These motifs include 
on occasion palm trees, which feature on 5 percent of the fourth-century 
and later markers, and almost all (twenty-eight out of thirty) appear on the 
thicker and apparently more expensive markers (fig. 5.6): if this is a symbol 
of identity, it was an identity more popular among the wealthier users of 
the sanctuary.™ 

The different choices people made about the style and expense of the 
markers they commissioned fits in with epigraphic evidence suggesting 
that by the fourth century, a broad social range of people were using the 
sanctuary at Carthage, from priests and politicians to butchers and metal 
workers, as well as freedpeople and even slaves.* It also fits in with a 
significant decrease in the variety, quality, and size of the urns in this pe- 
riod, which suggests that the sanctuary was being used by a broader range 
of people than before.** These developments might relate politically to 
what Serge Lancel labeled the “democratic evolution” of the city in the late 
fourth and third centuries,*” and economically to the shift from extensive 
to intensive agricultural production on the part of small-scale producers 
suggested by the dramatic rise in sites in the hinterland of Carthage, where 
a rural survey found only nine in the fourth century but fifty in the third 
and second.® 


5.5 A relatively late flat marker with acro- 
teria from the Carthage tophet, depicting a 
hand, a sign of Tanit, and a caduceus above 
a large fish, and an inscription below a 
crescent-disk. 


5.6 An elaborate flat marker with acroteria 
from the Carthage tophet with a human 
figure flanked by two palm trees and two 
caducei, above an inscription framed by 
volute (“Aeolic”) capitals. There is a sign of 
Tanit in the gable above a winged solar disk. 
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The tophets geographically closest to Carthage fell into visual line with it 
in this period.” This is especially obvious at Hadrumetum, a military ally of 
Carthage from at least the late fourth century until it submitted to Rome in 
149 BCE.” By contrast with the earliest markers discussed above, those from 
Level II (c. 250-150 BCE) make multiple identifications with contemporary 
examples from Carthage, featuring gables and acroteria, “Hellenizing” fea- 
tures, inscriptions to Tinnit as well as Baal Hammon, and depictions of signs 
of Tanit and caducei. There is a striking bias at Hadrumetum toward the 
motifs found on the higher-quality markers from Carthage, including Egyp- 
tian and Greek architectural elements, and a significant number of more 
old-fashioned bottle idols (which still appear on 6 percent of the “thicker” 
markers from Carthage that have been catalogued, but only 1 percent of 
the “thinner” ones) and baetyls, which have more or less completely disap- 
peared at Carthage by this time. By contrast, there is just one example of the 
hand that is particularly popular on lower-quality markers from Carthage.”! 
The conscious appropriation of the iconographic range of only the higher- 
quality stelai at contemporary Carthage, as well as the somewhat archaizing 
set of motifs, might suggest a smaller and more conservative community 
in which sacrifice was still restricted to the wealthier citizens. It certainly 
suggests that what we are seeing here is not simply “influence” or mindless 
imitation, but choice and active adaptation, with class and status being rel- 
evant factors in those decisions. 

Another African community approaches Carthage from a different per- 
spective in this period, but just as closely. Cirta (modern Constantine) was 
a cosmopolitan Numidian royal city situated about one hundred kilome- 
ters inland from the Algerian coast. The markers found in the sanctuary 
there can be dated from the late third to mid-first centuries BCE on sty- 
listic grounds, although all the precise dates given in the inscriptions are 
from the second century.” It is usually thought that an expatriate commu- 
nity established the tophet at Cirta, perhaps people from Carthage itself: 
94 percent of the names of the dedicants are Semitic, although there are 
also Libyan, Greek, and Latin ones.” 

As at contemporary Carthage and Hadrumetum, the offerings at Cirta 
are dedicated to both Baal Hammon and, on 17 percent of the markers, 
Tinnit.** Human figures are very uncommon, and the form of the markers 
draws inspiration from contemporary Carthaginian ones, though acrote- 
ria are rare (fig. 5.7). The repertoire of motifs is relatively small, and simi- 
lar to that found on the thinner, less expensive markers at Carthage in the 
corresponding phase. The most common symbols are the crescent-disk, 
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caduceus, hand, and in particular, the sign of Tanit, which occurs on 
well over half the markers—242 out of 448—and is often presented, as in 
figure 5.7, in a strikingly anthropomorphized fashion.” Furthermore, the 
dedicants at Cirta seem at pains to stress the unusual nature of their of- 
fering, with several mentions of a molk adam, “the offering of a human,” 
the first direct reference to human sacrifice since the mentions in the very 
early dedications to molk baal, “the offering of a person/citizen.”” This 
explicit naming of a practice linked both in reality and the popular imagi- 
nation to Carthage itself seems to emphasize the Cirtan community’s con- 
nections with that city. 

At the same time there are, as everywhere, local peculiarities: depic- 
tions of weapons, for instance, are unusually popular at Cirta. And while 
the sanctuary presumably distinguished its users from the rest of the civic 
community in a religious sense, the dedicants used the local Numidian 
regal era for dating, and there are indications of new mentalities behind the 
language used: the inscriptions, for instance, tend to give just one genera- 
tion of ancestors rather than the two or more standard at Carthage.” 

Much bigger differences are however found in Sardinia, where Carthage 
no longer exercised much attraction as a visual model in the Hellenistic pe- 
riod, and the forms and iconography of the markers become more distinc- 
tive. Although the Sardinians remained aware of Carthaginian fashions, it 
seems that in the fourth century the small visual world of the tophet broke 
into two distinct regional fragments. Signs of Tanit do appear on some of 
the late markers at Tharros and Nora, but naiskos-style markers continued 
to be used there rather than the flat stelai fashionable at contemporary 
Carthage; no hands are found, and just one or two caducei. There is little 
reference to the iconography of the wider Mediterranean, and the markers 
seem to have been discontinued altogether at both sanctuaries sometime in 
the fourth or early third century.” At Sulcis, the markers do become flatter 
and thinner, acquiring gables and acroteria, and both Greek and Egyptian 
architectural elements frame the main motif, but the principal motifs re- 
main for the most part human figures, as they are at the new and nearby 
site of Monte Sirai.'”° 

How can we explain this new pattern of smaller regional networks 
of identification? It can’t be due to Roman intervention: the markers on 
Tharros and Nora disappear long before Roman victory in the First Punic 
War and Rome’s subsequent annexation of the island in 237 BCE. It seems 
more likely that it relates to a political shift within the circle of the tophet, 
and in particular to the increasing power of Carthage, especially on 
Sardinia. Diodorus mentions that after a revolt in 379, the Carthaginians 
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quickly recovered the island, and a fourth-century treaty that Polybius re- 
cords between the Carthaginians and Romans no longer subjects the latter 
to commercial regulation there, as in 509, but forbids them from trading or 
founding cities on the island (or in Africa) at all.!°' More important, only 
significant and relatively formal Carthaginian hegemony over the island by 
the third century would make sense of the treaty of 237 transferring it to 
Rome after that city’s victory in the First Punic War. 

We have seen here that tophet sanctuaries are not a “Phoenician” or 
even “Punic” phenomenon. Instead, ritualized child sacrifice and tophet 
cult was a geographically and culturally restricted phenomenon, practiced 
among a small group of Phoenician-speaking migrant communities in the 
central Mediterranean, a community based on a potent combination of 
commerce and religion that marked itself off from other Levantine settlers 
in the west, as well as from the homeland in the east. The cultural identifi- 
cations marked visually between the sanctuaries, and their cities, reached 
their height in the sixth to fourth centuries BCE, not as a series of cultural 
alliances with Carthage, but as an interconnected crisscrossing network of 
sites in which the different sanctuaries could also underline their difference 
and distance from each other in their visual cultures—distances that then 
increased with increasing Carthaginian power. By this time, however, a 
bigger religious network of larger Mediterranean centers had eclipsed the 
collective identification with the circle of the tophet, and it too was closely 
associated with Carthaginian imperialism. 


CHAPTER 6 
ce \ ) 
2 


Melgart’s Mediterranean 


Baal Hammon was not the only god to whom the Carthaginians turned 
under siege in 310 BCE, according to the passage of Diodorus that intro- 
duced chapter 5. The other was Melgart, “King (MLK) of the City (QRT),’ 
whose cult was said to have been introduced at Tyre alongside that of 
Astarte in the tenth century by King Hiram, who was also the first to cel- 
ebrate his annual Awakening or egersis.' In this chapter, I look at the con- 
nections Melqart made between the Levant and the western settlements, 
those he encouraged within the Phoenician-speaking world of the west, 
and the ways he reached beyond it, especially through his identification 
with Greek Herakles. Melqart’s temple cult, unlike that of Baal Hammon, 
created a broad and open network that linked its adherents not only to 
each other, but also to other migrants as well as local populations across 
the Mediterranean. I will also suggest that this was a relatively new phe- 
nomenon in the fourth century BCE, knitting together what had until then 
been rather separate western regions, and perhaps even connecting Tyre’s 
central Mediterranean “colonies” to their mother city for the first time. 


CHILDREN OF TYRE 


Our Greco-Roman sources agree that Tyre kept its children close, and that 
ties between these colonies and their mother city were focused on its prin- 
cipal god. As usual, we know most about Carthage, where Diodorus’s claim 
that the Carthaginians were accustomed to sending a tithe of their revenues 
back to Melgart fits in with other glimpses we get of an ongoing relationship.’ 
Justin’s second-century CE epitome of the lost universal history written by 
Pompeius Trogus in the Augustan period informs us that in the sixth cen- 
tury BCE the Carthaginians were sending a proportion of their war profits 
to Melgart, and Curtius Rufus, writing in the first century CE, adds that they 
also adorned Tyre with the spoils of the cities they captured.* And although 
Diodorus suggests that the tithe payments had been neglected in the years 
leading up to the events of 310 BCE, other authors say that when Alexander 
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besieged Tyre in 332, he found sacred ambassadors (theoroi) from Carthage 
there to celebrate an annual festival of “Herakles,’ probably the egersis. 
This visit to their “mother-city” was “according to an ancient custom [no- 
mimon]”, says Arrian, whose principal sources on Alexander’s campaigns 
were contemporary; Curtius Rufus amplifies the point in his discussion 
of the same episode, noting that the Tyrians had founded Carthage, and so 
were always honored as their ancestors.* The evidence for the period of the 
Punic Wars includes the suspicious treatment at Carthage of the Tyrian 
Aristo described in chapter 4, but there are also indications of regular dip- 
lomatic relations between the cities—when Hannibal fled Carthage in 195, 
and was recognized on the nearby island of Kerkennah, he gave word that 
he had been sent on an embassy to Tyre°—and in the mid-second century, 
Carthage was still sending a boat to Tyre with the first fruits.° 

The connections between Carthage and Tyre are also emphasized in the 
two foundation myths associated with the African city. The first we hear of is 
reported by Philistos, a Sicilian historian writing in the first half of the fourth 
century, who says that the city was founded by Azoros and Carchedon before 
the Trojan War.’ These names are based on those of “Tyre” and “Carthage” 
themselves, and they show that a connection between those two cities was 
already being made by this time. At the beginning of the third century, an- 
other Sicilian historian, Timaeus of Tauromenium, recorded a different tradi- 
tion, according to which the city was founded in 814 BCE.* Everything else 
we know about the story Timaeus told comes from fragments preserved in 
an anonymous ancient work, On Women: King Pygmalion of Tyre killed his 
sister Elissa’s husband, and she fled the city with a number of other citizens, 
and traveled first to Cyprus, then Africa—travels that according to Timaeus 
later acquired her the epithet D(e)ido, the wanderer. Once she arrived in Af- 
rica, she founded the city of Carthage but then refused to marry the local 
king, Hiarbas, instead throwing herself from her palace onto a flaming pyre.’ 

According to the later writer Appian, this second story was the one told 
at Carthage itself: “The Phoenicians founded Carthage in Africa fifty years 
before the capture of Troy. Its founders were either Zorus and Carchedon, 
or, as the Romans and the Carthaginians themselves think, Dido, a Tyrian 
woman, whose husband Pygmalion, the ruler of Tyre, had murdered and 
then hidden the deed” Other evidence also suggests that the story of Dido 
originated among Phoenician-speakers: Timaeus claims elsewhere to have 
consulted “Tyrian records” (t& napa Tupiov bropvrpata),'! and Josephus 
says that the same story was told by the second-century BCE author 
Menander of Ephesos, who he also says translated the ancient documents 
of the Tyrians from Phoenician into Greek.” 
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Carthage may even have promoted this legend on its coinage. Some in- 
triguing silver tetradrachms it issued in Sicily around 320 BCE or a little 
later depict on their obverse an elegant woman wearing a pleated Phrygian 
tiara (fig. 6.1). Nothing names the woman, and neither the reverse—a lion 
walking in front of a palm tree—nor the legend S;MMHNT (of the people 
of the camp) provide any clue. Kenneth Jenkins, however, points out that 
it was common for Greek colonies to depict founders on their coinage, 
“which makes it perfectly possible and plausible for the same usage to be 
envisaged in the case of the Carthaginian coins in question.”® 

More elaborate versions of this Carthaginian foundation legend are 
preserved in Augustan period sources: Virgil’s Aeneid brings together the 
story of Dido with that of the Trojan hero Aeneas, while Justin’s epitome 
of Trogus preserves the basic outline of the story told in On Women as we 
have it, but adds a wealth of colorful detail.’* Some of this may go back to 
Timaeus’s original account: personal names such as Pygmalion, Elissa, and 
Acherbas (Pumayyaton, Elishat, and Zakerbaal), and the institutions of sa- 
cred prostitution, the hereditary priesthood, and the practice of immolation 
seem likely to come from Levantine sources. Other aspects seem to have 
been added in the Greek tradition, in particular the famous story that Dido, 
so that her crew could rest, acquired land for her new city by tricking the 
locals into selling her as much territory as could be covered with an ox hide, 
and then cutting the hide into such thin strips that it could surround the 
whole of the hill on which she then founded her city, and which was called 
as a result the “Byrsa.’ This anecdote must derive from a Greek source since 
bursa is the Greek word for “hide,” and it also plays into the developing 
Greco-Roman stereotype of Phoenician deceitfulness and treachery. Its 
presence in Justin’s account is nonetheless no reason to call into question 
the local origins of the earlier version of the story transmitted by Timaeus.”* 

These foundation legends connect Tyre and Carthage from at least the 
fourth century, even if Melqart himself appears in the story only in Justin’s 


6.1 Silver tetradrachm issued by Carthage in Sicily c. 320 BCE, depicting a woman in 
an elaborate headdress on the obverse, and on the reverse, a lion in front of a palm. 
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late account, and in a minor role: Dido’s husband Acherbas was the high 
priest of Melqart, and after his death, Dido fled Tyre with the god’s sacra, 
the symbols or objects associated with his cult.’ It is impossible to say for 
certain whether this element of the story also goes back to the original ver- 
sion, but it does seem to involve local knowledge—the best candidates for 
these mysterious sacra are the dual pillars and perhaps also the olive that 
famously adorned Melgart’s sanctuaries at both Tyre and Gadir.”’ 

There is no doubt however that Carthaginian coinage promoted a connec- 
tion with Melgart in the Hellenistic period: a series of silver tetradrachms 
minted in Sicily for about a decade around 300 BCE depict on their ob- 
verse a head of “Herakles” that must under the circumstances have been 
understood as Melgart (fig. 6.2a).’* Two Hellenistic period inscriptions also 
mention a “House” or “Temple” (BT) of Melgart at Carthage, and although 
there are few direct invocations of Melqart in the extant epigraphic record 
from the city, the title “Resuscitator of the God” (MQM ’LM), which is found 
in more than twenty-five inscriptions of Hellenistic date, is presumably 
connected with the concept, if not the actual practice, of the egersis.!° Fur- 
thermore, “Melqart” forms part of more than 1,500 attested Carthaginian 
names, such as Hamilcar and Bodmilcart.” 

All these connections suggest that by the fourth century Carthage had a 
relatively strong civic identity as a Tyrian colony under the protection and 
power of Melgart, and as Irad Malkin has noted, its relationship with Tyre 
seems more “expressive, continuous and formal” than we hear of in the case 
of Greek colonies and their mother cities.” Carthage was not, however, the 
only Levantine settlement that Tyre was supposed to have founded abroad, 
and others had stronger claims to early ties with Melqart. 


A WESTERN NETWORK 


Stories of the foundation of Gadir in particular involve both the Tyrian 
authorities and Melgart in a more central role. Velleius Paterculus reports 
that the city was established by the fleet of Tyre around 1100 BCE,” dating 
the event with reference to the Trojan War, but apparently repeating a story 
told at Gadir itself: according to Strabo, the Gaditani said that the Tyrians 
founded their city on the orders of an oracle from “Herakles,” but Posidonius 
dismissed this as a “Phoenician lie,’ suggesting that both Posidonius in the 
early first century BCE and Strabo a couple of generations later considered 
this story to come from local sources.” The scholia to Dionysius’s Periegesis 
even suggest that Herakles was himself the founder of the city, though it is 
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impossible to know where that idea came from.” Certainly the city had an 
ancient, famous, and wealthy temple of Melqart, which was said to contain 
the pillars and the olive tree that symbolized the god, as well as his bones. 
We also have it on the not entirely reliable authority of Silius Italicus that 
the temple contained no statues or images of the gods, its timber never 
decayed, the priests were celibate, and women and swine were prohibited.” 

Two other western settlements were traditionally held to have similarly 
early origins, and similar connections: Velleius Paterculus says that Utica, 
on the Mediterranean coast of Tunisia, was founded by the Tyrian fleet 
a few years after Gadir, and Pliny the Elder says its temple of “Apollo,” 
founded at the same time as the city, had timber that never decayed, recall- 
ing Silius Italicus’s description of the temple at Gadir. Across the Strait, 
Pliny mentions another shrine (delubrum) of Herakles at the settlement of 
Lixus on the Atlantic coast of Morocco, which was said to be older even 
than the one at Gadir.”* 

A new reading of a colonial foundation discussed in Justin’s epitome of 
Trogus now reveals the extent to which these mutual identifications with 
Melgqart and Tyre created a web of relationships between these powerful 
western Levantine settlements, as well as a set of mutual identifications and 
obligations. In a passage recounting the succession of imperial powers in 
Spain, Justin explains how the foundation of a colony led to the imposition 
of Carthaginian rule on local kingdoms: 


Then after the reigns of the kings, the Carthaginians were the first to take 
Hispania under imperial control. For when the Gaditani, on the orders of 
a dream, transferred the sacra of Melqart from Tyre, from where the Car- 
thaginians also had their origin, to Spain, and founded a city there, and the 
peoples of Spain, jealous of the growth of the new city, as a result made war 
on the Gaditani, the Carthaginians sent help to their kinsmen [consanguinei]. 
In a successful campaign there they both saved the Gaditani from injury and 
to their greater injury added part of the province to their own empire. After- 
wards, since the first expedition went so well, they sent Hamilcar as general 


with a great force to occupy the province.” 


The reference to the new colony in this passage has traditionally been 
related to the foundation of Gadir itself, after which there would be a tacit 
chronological leap to a rather later dispute between that city and local peo- 
ples, which prompts the intervention of Carthage—an episode that should 
be placed in the sixth or fourth centuries, according to one’s views on the 
chronology of Carthaginian imperialism in Iberia—and then finally a refer- 
ence to Hamilcar’s occupation of part of Spain in 237 BCE. But in his recent 
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reinterpretation of this passage, Manuel Alvarez Marti-Aguilar has pointed 
out that the reference cannot be to the foundation of Gadir, since the found- 
ers of the new city are already “Gaditani’** Furthermore, he argues, the 
phrasing of the passage precludes a lengthy gap between the colonial foun- 
dation and the dispute with the neighboring peoples. Justin’s method of 
epitomizing Trogus is to omit excess material rather than to summarize, 
and he signals such omissions with words that express transitions; here 
he signals in his standard fashion two significant chronological gaps, be- 
tween the reigns of the Iberian kings and the foundation of the colony 
(deinde, “then”), and between the first and second Carthaginian expeditions 
(postea, “afterward”), but there is no sign of a break between the foundation 
of the colony and the disputes with the locals that lead to Carthaginian 
intervention.” 

Alvarez Marti-Aguilar goes on to suggest that Trogus was actually refer- 
ring here to the foundation of Carteia, on the Spanish coast, near the Rock 
of Gibraltar, which can be dated archaeologically to the mid-fourth cen- 
tury. This is a period when Gadir was increasingly active within Iberia, and 
when Carthaginian imperial intervention in Spain is realistic. It is comfort- 
ably earlier than Hamilcar’s expedition of 237 to which Justin refers at the 
end of the passage—in which, according to Polybius’ near-contemporary 
account, Hamilcar was in fact recuperating lost territory.* There certainly 
was a Roman-period cult of Herakles at Carteia,*! and Strabo preserves a 
report by the third-century BCE author Timosthenes that Carteia’s neigh- 
bor Calpe (Gibraltar), which is often run together with Carteia in ancient 
sources, was founded by Herakles and in ancient times called Herakleia.* 

Whether or not Justin’s colony was in fact Carteia, this reinterpretation 
of Justin’s anecdote tells us a great deal about the functions of the Melqart 
cult. For one thing, it creates further vertical sets of ties between Tyre, its 
colonies, and those colonies’ own colonies: according to Justin, the Tyrians 
allow the Gaditani to take sacred objects (again, sacra) from the metropoli- 
tan sanctuary of Melgart for the foundation of their new colony, just as—in 
his story of Elissa—he claims had happened more informally in the case of 
Carthage. For another, it creates a new set of horizontal connections: the 
relationships that Gadir and Carthage both have with Tyre create a bond 
between them, which was conceptualized at least by Trogus as based on 
blood. This bond obliged Carthage to send military support to Gadir, just 
as the Tyrians expected Carthaginian help in 332 BCE. The notion of kin- 
ship between these cities is also known to Silius Italicus in the first century 
CE, who calls the Carthaginians “Tyrians” and describes Gadir as “cognate” 
with them.*® And in his account of the foundation of Carthage, Justin brings 
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Utica into this network as well, saying that when Carthage was founded, 
ambassadors arrived from Utica to bring gifts to their kinsmen (consangui- 
nei) and encourage them to found a city.** Alvarez Marti-Aguilar describes 
this community as “a network of cities whose inhabitants recognised Tyre 
as their motherland and the source of the political and religious legitimacy 
of their own communities, tied together by kinship through the figure of 
Melgart ...a kinship that implies inherent obligations of help and support.” 

Carthage, Gadir, Utica, Lixus, and another city that I shall call here for 
the sake of simplicity Carteia all then shared an interest in Tyre and its prin- 
cipal god, expressed in terms of kinship. They also shared a related group 
of foundation stories—the only foundation legends attached to Phoenician- 
speaking settlements, in contrast to standard Greek practice—all of which 
directly involve Tyrians, one way or another; in the cases of Gadir, Carteia, 
and Carthage, they also record the transfer of cult objects from the Tyrian 
temple of Melgart. For Gadir and Lixus, these accounts claim that a tem- 
ple of Melqart was established in the new settlement, and for Gadir and 
Carteia, they involve an oracle from Melqart, which in itself recalls the 
strange story found in the late antique author Nonnus of the foundation of 
Tyre itself on two wandering “ambrosial” rocks on the instructions of the 
same god.” These myths align these cities with each other.” 

Melgart’s cultic network, however, spread well beyond the self- 
proclaimed ancient colonies of Tyre. The best evidence for this is from 
Sardinia, where an inscription found at Tharros, dated from the third- to 
second-century BCE, records the construction of a temple, described in 
some detail, and dedicates it “to the lord, to the holy god Melgart on [or 
“over” or “above”] the rock ...”. This is a reference to the rock on which the 
city of Tyre was built, and that gave the city its name.** The words “to the 
lord, to Melgart on the rock [‘L HSR],” also appear on two other fourth- or 
third-century inscriptions from Sardinia, a stone column found at Karales, 
and a bronze plaquette commemorating building activity at the great sanc- 
tuary of Sardos at Antas, as well as on a third-century statue base from 
Ibiza.” The phrase emphasizes the connection between the god and his city, 
and therefore a connection through the god to Tyre, suggesting that being 
Tyrian was an important part of these western identities, even outside a 
formal colonial context.” A very similar phrase is found on the third- or 
second-century BCE dedications by two brothers to Melqart B‘L SR (Lord 
of Tyre) found on Malta and discussed above." 

Elsewhere, Strabo tells us that in Iberia there was an island “sacred to 
Herakles” near Huelva, and another island “of Herakles” near Cartagena.” 
There is also evidence from sixth- or fifth-century western Sicily for the 
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name Abdmelqart (slave or servant of Melqart), and a city called Rosh 
Melgart (RS MLORT, Cape Melgart) issued coinage in the later fourth cen- 
tury BCE.* This seems very likely to be the south coast city of Herakleia 
Minoa, which was originally, according to Herodotus, a colony of Greek 
Selinus. Carthage had taken the city by 357 BCE and seems to have con- 
trolled it for much of the following century: it would have made sense for 
the Carthaginians to rename it, at least for minting purposes, for their own 
equivalent god to Herakles.” Finally, Ptolemy the Geographer says in the 
second century CE that Melgart had a temple on Malta.* 

Across the western Mediterranean, the cult of Melqart of Tyre ac- 
tively connected Tyrian colonies back to their mother city in the east; it 
is no surprise then that Diodorus describes him as the god responsible for 
those who settle abroad (mapa toicg a&moikotc).*° This involved not only bi- 
lateral ties between Tyre and its colonies, but encouraged a network of 
connections between these overseas settlements based on the figure and 
cult of Melgart, and over time the cult was adopted in a variety of other 
Phoenician-speaking contexts in the west. But Melgart did not simply bind 
Levantine migrants to each other: his cult also tied them to Greek colonial 
populations and traditions, and in particular to the Greek god Herakles. 


FELLOW TRAVELERS 


Herodotus knew as early as the fifth century BCE that Melqart “was” 
Herakles: when he tells of his visit to the famous sanctuary of Herakles 
at Tyre, he is describing the temple of Melqart.’” Such syncretism was of 
course common in the polytheistic ancient Mediterranean: “Religion was 
a universal langue; the local names of the deities the distinctive parole?* 
Herodotus also knew that Herakles could stand in for other gods as well: 
when he went to Melqart’s Tyrian temple, he was on a mission to explore 
the origins of “Egyptian Herakles,’ but he also visited a shrine at Tyre to 
“Herakles of Thasos.’” Similarly, although other Greek authors always 
refer to Melqart as “Herakles,’ they sometimes specify that they mean the 
“Tyrian Herakles” to distinguish him not only from the Greek or “Argive” 
hero of the same name, understood to be considerably younger, but also 
from a considerable number of other foreign gods.” 

Nonetheless, it must have been particularly easy to make a connection 
between Melgart and Herakles. As Richard Miles has pointed out, they were 
both figures who straddle the divide between god and human: “Herakles, 
the son of Zeus and a human mother, had to earn the right to become a 
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god himself through his heroic feats; Melgart, although a god, was also the 
first mythical king of Tyre and ancestor of its royal lineage.’ Both were 
said to have been reborn through fire.’ And both were closely associated 
with colonization: as we have seen, Melqart is at the heart of several of the 
Phoenician foundation stories preserved in Greco-Latin texts—these are in 
fact the only myths associated with him—while Herakles prepares the way 
for Greek settlement by conquering large territories and founding the dy- 
nasties that found colonies, guaranteeing in both cases the new arrivals’ 
right to the land they seize.* Indeed, it seems that the relationship between 
these two figures in the Greek imagination might have evolved in relation 
to the geography of migration west: Colette Jourdain-Annequin has argued 
very plausibly that some of Greek Herakles’s exploits, in particular stealing 
the cattle of Geryon and the apples from the Gardens of the Hesperides, 
acquired a more specific geography for Archaic and Classical Greek au- 
thors from centers of Melqart worship—Geryon was localized at Gadir, for 
instance, and the Gardens of the Hesperides at Lixus.™ Irad Malkin suggests 
furthermore that the particular association of Melqart with Tyrian colo- 
nies such as Carthage and Gadir “probably heightened Greek awareness of 
Herakles, whom they identified with Melqart, as a hero associated with, or 
even justifying, colonisation.” 

That the connection between Melgart and Herakles was well known to 
Greeks is illustrated by an episode a century after Herodotus’s visit to the 
Tyrian temple, when another and less welcome visitor announced himself. 
In 332 BCE, Alexander the Great accepted the submission of Tyre in the 
face of his advancing troops but demanded, in the words of Curtius Rufus, 
“to sacrifice to Herakles, whom the Tyrians especially worshipped, on the 
grounds that the kings of Macedon believed themselves to be descended 
from the same god, and that he had also been advised by an oracle to do 
so.”°® Whether or not Alexander really gave the reasons Curtius reports, 
his supposed descent from Herakles was an important aspect of his self- 
presentation, witnessed not least by the large amount of coinage he issued 
depicting himself in the guise, and lion skin, of the god. This would explain 
his particular desire to publicly associate himself with Melqart, although as 
Brian Bosworth has noted, this unusual request at the time of the annual 
rite of the egersis “must have looked like an attempt to control or interfere 
with the celebration of the national festival,” underlining Tyre’s status as 
his vassal. The Tyrians’ polite refusal prompted Alexander to besiege the 
city for seven months, ending with its total defeat.*” 

This may in fact have been the episode that interested Phoenician-speakers 
themselves in the Greek syncretism between the two gods.* There is certainly 
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plenty of evidence that the same association was made on their side as well: 
perhaps most famously, Silius Italicus tells us that the doors of the temple 
of Melqart at Gadir were decorated with the twelve labors of Herakles, al- 
though Philostratus makes the more modest claim that they were depicted 
on a stone altar there dedicated specifically to the “Theban” rather than the 
“Egyptian” Herakles, whose own bronze altars were bare.” It is less clear, 
however, when this association began to be made by Phoenician-speakers, 
for although there are a considerable number of representations of Herak- 
les found in Phoenician-speaking contexts that may in those contexts refer 
to Melgart,® the first clear example of “a purely Greek Herakles serving 
as equivalent for Melqart” comes in the tetradrachms minted by Carthage 
around 300 BCE discussed above, which were modeled closely on a popular 
type produced by Alexander and his immediate successors at mints across 
the eastern Mediterranean (fig. 6.2).°' As with their earlier appropriation of 
the phoinix, it seems likely that the Carthaginians took a Greek idea here 
and made it their own.” 

It has nonetheless been suggested that a connection between the two 
gods among Phoenician-speakers can, on the contrary, be traced back as 
far as the sixth century, on the evidence of the limestone statuettes of a 
male figure, often now labeled in museums and catalogues as Herakles and/ 
or Melgart, that was very popular in Cypriot sanctuaries from the sixth to 
fourth centuries. The figure combined the Greek attributes of Herakles—the 
club and the skin of the Nemean lion worn as a headdress, with the paws 
tied together at the chest—with the long-standing Near Eastern tropes of 
the Smiting God and the Master of Animals: the figure holds the club aloft 


6.2 Herakles coinage. (a) Carthaginian 
tetradrachm of c. 305-295 BCE, 
depicting on the obverse an image of 
Herakles—or Melqart—wearing a lion 
skin headdress, and on the reverse, a 
horse’s head and palm. The head draws 
openly on the head of Herakles depicted 
on coinage issued by Alexander and his 
successors in the eastern Mediterranean, 
such as (b), a silver tetradrachm issued 
by Ptolemy I in the years 323-316 

BCE with a portrait of Herakles on the 
obverse, and on the reverse, Zeus on a 
throne with an eagle and scepter. 
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6.3 “Master of the Lion” limestone figurines from sixth-century Cyprus, often 
identified with Herakles. 


in his right hand, behind his head, and in his left hand grasps an undersized 
lion (fig. 6.3).° However, there are no dedications to Herakles on Cyprus 
in this period, and as Derek Counts has pointed out, there is something 
distinctly odd, according the logic of the Greek tales, about Herakles wear- 
ing the skin of the lion he is about to defeat and flay.® There is furthermore 
no direct evidence for an association with Melqart at all, and the sanctu- 
aries involved are dedicated to a variety of other gods, including Reshef 
and Apollo.® Counts notes that the hybrid figure speaks more obviously to 
the notion of mastery over animals in this agricultural landscape than of 
any particular Greek or Phoenician god: the same sanctuaries often have 
“Masters of Rams” of similar date, and the neutral label “Master of the Lion” 
captures well the nature of the image as well as the extent of our ignorance 
about its meaning in its local context. 
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Attempts to date the adoption of the image of Herakles into the cult of 
Melgqart are complicated by the fact that we have no certain idea of what 
Melqart was supposed to look like before his image was “replaced” by that of 
Herakles in western contexts. Literary descriptions of the Melgart sanctuary at 
Gadir suggest that the cult image was aniconic,’’ and there is only one repre- 
sentation in the east that is actually labeled as Melqart, in an Aramaic inscrip- 
tion on a stele of about 800 BCE from Breidj in northern Syria, near Aleppo 
(fig. 6.4). Here we see a bearded, bare-chested god wearing a short Egyptian- 
style kilt and a conical hat striding forward in profile with a bow on his back, 
what seems to be a lotus flower in his right hand, and a fenestrated axe in his 
left. As Bonnet notes, this “is clearly a composite image with Egyptian and 
Syro-Hittite affiliations” and so it is difficult to tell whether this one example 
from well outside “Phoenicia” represents a canonical image of the god.* 

Some coin issues may provide portraits of the god before his Herak- 
leian makeover. Silver coinage issued at Tyre from about 425 to 333/2 BCE 
features a bearded god holding out a bow and quiver and riding a winged 
sea horse or hippocamp (see fig. 4.5c).® This image is based on the Persian 
running archer type, and there are no attributes or echoes of Herakles.” 
Nothing explicitly identifies the rider as Melqart, but as Jessica Nitschke 
has pointed out, it is hard to see which other god he could be, at least at 
Tyre, and the maritime symbolism suits a god so associated with overseas 
migration.” The Sicilian city of Rosh Melqart provides another very likely 
portrait of Melqart among its later fourth-century issues (fig. 6.5): given 
the city’s name, the god is the obvious identification for this rather generic 
bearded male head with an earring.” 

From the late fourth century, however, there is a great deal of Herak- 
leian imagery in Phoenician-speaking contexts where the reference seems 
very likely or even certain to be Melgart: in particular, depictions of Her- 
akles and his attributes became very popular on coinage throughout the 
Phoenician-speaking regions of Iberia and North Africa, minted at real or 
supposed Levantine settlements, but also considerably beyond.” The third- 
century examples of the head of Herakles in his lion skin from the great 
Melgart cult center of Gadir must be understood as representing Melgart, 
and this seems very likely to be true as well for later coins from Spain that 
adopt the same type; some of the African examples are more ambiguous. 
Melgart is only explicitly associated with Herakles in a written Phoenician 
source for the first time to our knowledge in the third- or second-century 
bilingual inscriptions from Malta, where the two brothers from Tyre map 
the phrase “To our lord, to Melgart, Baal of Tyre” in Phoenician onto the 
Greek text “To Herakles Archegetes.”” 
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6.5 Obverse of a silver tetradrachm 
with the Punic legend “Rosh 
Melgart,’ depicting a bearded man 
who may represent the god Melgart. 


6.4 A stele from Breidj, near Aleppo, 
depicting the god Melgart. Now in the 
Aleppo Museum. 


Whenever it became standard, this representation of Melqart as Herakles 
would have made the connection between these gods even more obvious 
and immediate to adherents of Melgart than to those of Herakles, who 
was not after all depicted as Melqart. And if when Phoenician-speakers 
looked at Melgart, they saw Herakles, it would have been hard for them 
to conceive of Melgart’s cult in exclusive terms. In their use of Herakleian 
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iconography for their Tyrian god, then, western migrants from the Levant 
connected themselves to Tyre and to each other at the same time as to the 
Greek colonies in the western Mediterranean protected by Herakles. 

This is not, however, just a story about links within and between mi- 
grant populations in the Mediterranean: unlike Baal Hammon, Melqart was 
an easily translatable god, and he could also make connections with local 
precolonial populations, who on occasion adopted him as part of their own 
stories.” On Sardinia, for instance, the second-century CE Greek author 
Pausanias records a story associating “Herakles” with one “Makeris,’ surely 
an attempt to render Melgart into Greek, as well as with a local hero: “The 
first sailors to cross to the island are said to have been Libyans. Their leader 
was Sardos, son of Makeris, the Makeris named Herakles by the Egyptians 
and the Libyans.’” Sardos is the Greek name for the god known in Latin 
as Sardus Pater (Sardus the Father), who was worshipped at a sanctuary 
founded at Antas in southwestern Sardinia in the late fifth or fourth cen- 
tury BCE. Pre-Roman inscriptions there call him Sid Babi: Sid is an im- 
port, the name of a minor deity in the Levant; Babi seems to be the local 
name for the god.” Like the relationship between Herakles and Melgart, 
the identification between Levantine Sid and this Sardinian god was forged 
between new neighbors, but in this case between settlers and settled.” And 
the further association between this dual god and Melgart was not simply 
a Greek conceit: a fourth- or third-century inscription at Carthage refers to 
“SidMelgart.”” 

This foundation myth for Sardinia does not involve Melgart directly, 
only his son. It nonetheless brings Melqart into the heart of local his- 
tory: just as the Sardinian Babi-Sid-Sardos is descended from the African 
Makaris-Melqart-Herakles, so the Sardinians are politically dependent on 
Melgart’s African city of Carthage. Corinne Bonnet sees the story as an ex- 
ample of “the legitimization of the colonial dominion exercised by Carthage 
over Sardinia.”® Furthermore, as noted above, the Antas sanctuary has also 
yielded a fourth- or third-century dedication to Melgart of Tyre recording 
building activity in the sacred area, which might suggest that the god had a 
significant presence at the site,®*’ and this is by no means the only evidence 
for Melgart on Sardinia. 

It may even be that Carthage actively encouraged his cult on the island: 
there is a reference in the building inscription for the Melgart temple at 
Tharros to officials of QRTHDST, although that is as likely to be the town 
known in Greek as “Neapolis,” across the bay from Tharros, or perhaps 
even Tharros itself, as the African “new city.’ But even if Carthage was 
not formally involved, the adoption of Melgart as the father of an important 
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local god could still have been a response to the increasing hegemony of 
“Tyrian” Carthage in the fourth and third centuries, a way of making sense 
of it, and of integrating it into the particular mixed indigenous and colonial 
culture of the island. Both the indigenous and immigrant population would 
have benefited from such a strategy, and as noted in chapter 2, this is the 
period in which a “Sardinian” identity becomes visible for the first time. 

Myths are one of our few keys to the way that the colonial world saw 
itself, and colonists and their new neighbors seem to have seen their shared 
gods in terms that made ethnic differentiation between Phoenicians, Greeks, 
and Sardinians irrelevant. Given his strong identification with Herakles, 
at least among Greeks, from a relatively early date, Melqart would have 
been a peculiarly poor choice as a focus for a bounded and oppositional 
Phoenician identity, and as we have seen Herakles, Melqart, and Makeris 
did not in practice consolidate exclusive collective identities at all: they 
were too easily and inclusively shared, and in colonial contexts they per- 
formed a mediating rather than a distinguishing role. The way that both 
Greek and Phoenician-speaking migrants as well as local populations in 
the western Mediterranean could construct settlement myths involving 
the same legendary figure underlines again the extent to which migration 
created a common Mediterranean world. The adoption of Melqart opened 
the door to the Mediterranean as a mythical whole and allowed his adher- 
ents to construct themselves and their relationships in Mediterranean-wide 
terms. All in all, it is not surprising that the imagery of Herakles/Melqart 
was adopted more widely outside Carthage than the narrowly ethnic sym- 
bolism of the palm tree, which after the fifth- and fourth-century examples 
from Motya and Rosh Melgqart mentioned in chapter 4 is found only on the 
second- to first-century BCE coinage of Thagaste in Algeria.™ 


AN IMAGINED COMMUNITY? 


Popular and open as it may have been, was the network of Melqart the con- 
tinuation and expansion of an interconnected Tyrian colonial system dating 
back to foundations in the Archaic period, or was it a later invention? All 
the documentary evidence relating to Melgart in the western Mediterranean 
is, after all, from the fourth century and later. And this is not simply a result 
of a lack of evidence from earlier periods: as we saw in the previous chapter, 
there are a significant number of formal and institutional references to Baal 
Hammon in seventh- and sixth-century contexts from several western sites. 
There is one earlier reference to a god who may be related to Melgqart, but 
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is not the civic god of Tyre: in 2003, an inscription was discovered on Ibiza, 
incised on a tablet made of animal bone and dating to the first half or middle 
of the seventh century BCE, recording a dedication to “EshmunMelqart,’ a 
double name otherwise attested only at the sanctuary of Batsalos-Kition on 
Cyprus in the fourth century.” This may be an otherwise unknown Cypriot 
deity, but whatever cult or circumstance lies beneath his brief appearance in 
the western Mediterranean, the reference to Eshmun, a god of Sidon, means 
that this must be part of a different story from that of Tyre and its founda- 
tions abroad and suggests that a different relationship between the western 
migrants and their homeland could be envisaged in the seventh century, 
involving the gods of multiple mother cities.® 

It is also only in the fourth century that a privileged set of relationships 
between Tyre, Carthage, Utica, and Gadir are first described in a treaty con- 
cluded between Carthage and Rome, probably in 348 BCE. The earlier treaty 
between the cities, plausibly dated by Polybius to 509, had mentioned only 
“Carthage and its allies,” but in its fourth-century renewal, the Uticans and 
the Tyrians with their “allies” are listed alongside Carthage.** Furthermore, 
while the first treaty forbade travel beyond a “Fair Promontory” (probably 
Cap Bon), in the second, travel beyond a “Mastia Tarseion” to “maraud, 
trade or found a city” is also forbidden. While there has been much debate 
over the identity of Mastia (and?) Tarseion, the most plausible approach 
associates the latter at least with the Greek name “Tartessos,” which usu- 
ally describes a region in southwestern Spain, but is also frequently used 
as a name for Gadir and Carteia themselves (alone among Iberian cities, 
providing another link between the pair).*’ The inclusive wording of the 
Carthaginian alliance in the treaty fits in neatly with the probable dating 
of Carteia’s foundation by Gadir with Carthaginian involvement, and it is 
worth noting that if the treaty is specifying a particular town here, Carteia, 
located right on the Strait of Gibraltar, would have been a sensible strategic 
choice. 

It may be that the bilateral colonial connection between Tyre and 
Carthage itself was also reimagined or even invented in this period. It 
is in the fourth century, after all, that we have the first evidence for 
foundation myths that link Tyre with the origins of Carthage, in one 
case through the names of “Azoros” (Tyre) and “Carchedon” (Carthage), 
and find the first detailed illustration in our sources of the purportedly 
long-standing relationship between these cities, when Carthaginians are 
found celebrating the egersis at Tyre under attack from Alexander. These 
ambassadors are said to have initially encouraged the Tyrians to expect 
aid from their city, and although Carthage in the end proved unable or 
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unwilling to provide military support, Tyre did send some noncombatants 
to safety there.** And, during the siege, the Tyrians themselves are said 
to have drawn courage from their colonial relationship with Carthage: 
Justin reports that “Tyrian spirits were lifted by the example of Dido, 
who, having founded Carthage, conquered a third of the world,” at the 
same time as, according to Curtius Rufus, they considered reviving their 
ancient habits of child sacrifice, a practice by then firmly associated 
with the western city.” This was successfully opposed by the city elders, 
as noted above, but if the story is reliable, it would seem that by the 
fourth century the Tyrians accepted a link between the contemporary 
rites of Carthage and their own past practice in this respect. Nonetheless, 
almost all the positive initiatives in the relationship seem to come from 
Carthage rather than Tyre. A generation later, it was the Carthaginians 
who turned to the Tyrian god—along with their own Baal Hammon— 
for aid under siege from Agathokles, suggesting that they had not been 
paying him sufficient honor in the past, and a few years later again, as we 
have seen, they were issuing coinage with his image, and perhaps also 
with that of their founder Dido. This is in addition, the period in which 
we find a new interest at the Carthage tophet in symbols that make direct 
reference to the Levant. 

Although Tyre is traditionally seen as the driving force behind the 
“Phoenician” colonization of the western Mediterranean in the Archaic pe- 
riod, we actually have very little evidence for that model. It is striking that 
while historians are often suspicious of later traditions about Greek colo- 
nial foundations, supposed Phoenician colonies are rarely given the same 
level of scrutiny, even though the sources are often much scantier.*! The 
evidence that a temple of Melqart was an important feature of the settle- 
ments of Gadir and Lixus from an early date makes a genuine, formal con- 
nection between those cities and Tyre an attractive hypothesis, but there is 
less evidence to support the notion that Carthage was originally a formal 
or even informal Tyrian colony.” There is certainly no indication that Tyre 
retained, or indeed ever had, political control or representation in Carthage 
or any other western city, and many of its supposed daughter-cities could 
originally have been more informal foundations with settlers from mul- 
tiple cities in the homeland, as proposed for the “circle of the tophet” in 
the previous chapter, and perhaps also suggested by the EshmunMelgart 
inscription found on Ibiza.» However that may be, by the fourth century 
it had become convenient at both Carthage and Tyre to emphasize long- 
standing links between them, in the context of the broader network of 
Melgart described in this chapter. 
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It may also have become convenient in this period for other cities to align 
themselves with the new network of western Levantine power. This might 
explain a curious story told about the Sicilian city originally founded as 
Minoa, which acquired the Greek name Herakleia in the sixth century, fell 
under Carthaginian control for much of the fourth century and is probably 
the city that issued coinage in that period as “Rosh Melgart.’ Herakleides of 
Lembos’s second-century BCE epitome of Aristotle’s fourth-century Con- 
stitutions says that before it was settled by Minos of Crete, Sicilian Minoa 
used to be called Makara, which is very likely to be a reference to Melgart, 
at least as heard by Greek ears.** As we have seen, however, there is no 
direct evidence for Melgart cult on Sicily before the fourth century. It may 
be that the earlier Greek name for the city, the prominence of the Greek 
syncretism between Herakles and Melgart in the later fourth century, and 
the city’s new connection with Carthage, together prompted a new tale of 
its origins that reached Aristotle’s researchers, creating an earlier phase of 
the city’s history that gave it long-standing ties to Melqart and, through 
him, to Carthage.” 

There is no particular reason to doubt that Tyrians founded settlements 
overseas in the Archaic period, and that they promoted their civic cult 
of Melgart abroad, but my argument here is that there is reasonable 
grounds to suspect that the articulated “network of Melgart” described in 
this chapter, interrelated by colonization, kinship, and myth, was a later 
development, and one that should be associated with political shifts at 
Carthage. A fourth-century date for its emergence would map neatly onto 
to the growth of Carthaginian power across the western Mediterranean, in 
particular over the other western Levantine settlements involved, and the 
central position of Carthage within this network is striking. They make 
treaties with third parties on behalf of the other cities while picking and 
choosing between their own obligations to them: unavailable to aid Tyre 
under siege, for instance, they do manage to send help to Gadir—perhaps 
unasked, and, it seems, to their own much greater benefit. Whenever the 
various colonial connections between Tyre, Carthage, Gadir, Utica, and 
Lixus really began, the fourth century was when they started to play a major 
political role in Carthaginian state-building, a moment that coincided with 
the fragmentation of the older, smaller, and denser central Mediterranean 
circle of the tophet. 

Furthermore, the expansion of the network of Melqart beyond the core 
Levantine settlements in this period also reflects Carthage’s expanding 
regional ambitions. With the help of Dido, another great Tyrian, Melqart 
allowed the Carthaginians to present their growing power not as hostile 
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encroachment on the lands of other states but as a rediscovery of ancient 
brotherhood in a shared Tyrian community, links that also consolidated 
Carthage’s promotion of a brand new “Phoenician” identity on the coinage 
it issued across the regions it controlled. 

My purpose here in part 2 has been to show that the experience of 
migration changed Phoenician-speaking people and their cultural prac- 
tices, and in some ways brought them closer together. They created a va- 
riety of interlocking worlds based on a range of connections, which also 
interacted to varying degrees with the ideas and identities of others, and 
challenged traditional connections between religion, commerce, culture, 
and imperialism. Networks of mutual identification grew up among sub- 
groups of colonies, whether from the bottom up and from the beginning, 
as in the circle of the tophet, or later among established powers, as with 
the network of Melqart. While the gods, rites, and visual culture of the 
tophet kept the homeland, the new home, and other colonial populations 
at a distance, Melqart embodied by contrast a strong relationship between 
self and mother, involved a much larger network of Phoenician-speakers 
than did the tophet cult, and at the same time reached out to other migrants 
and even to local populations. Carthage played an important role, however, 
in both these groups, and the Greek notion of the “Phoenicians” was ex- 
ploited primarily in an imperial context in the palm tree coinage issued by 
the state of Carthage. These are stories that would be lost if we looked only 
for Phoenician identity and considered the Phoenicians themselves a group 
that always already existed. 

In the next part, I am going to show how the evidence for Phoenician 
identifications increases after the conquests of Alexander and the destruc- 
tion of Carthage through a series of case studies spanning more than two 
millennia. I will start with the new interest in the Phoenician past that 
developed in the Hellenistic and Roman Levant, move on to the phenom- 
enon of “Punic persistence” in Roman Africa, and finish with the invention 
of a Phoenician past in Britain and Ireland from the sixteenth to nineteenth 
centuries, which will take us back to where we began. My argument will 
be that this increasing interest in the Phoenicians does not reflect the in- 
creasing visibility of an existing ethnic community, but reveals instead, 
and again, the deployment of “Phoenicianism” in the service of autonomy, 
power, and honor. 
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The First Phoenician 


In the third or fourth century CE, a writer called Heliodorus from the 
Syrian town of Emesa (modern Homs) wrote a novel in Greek. Aethiopika 
tells the story of the romance between a Greek nobleman and an Ethiopian 
princess who was born white by an accident of “maternal impression’—an 
ancient literary phenomenon by which the mere sight of a person of an- 
other color by a pregnant woman could change the color of the unborn 
child—then abandoned by her mother, and must now make her way back 
home to reclaim her ancestral throne.' The final line of the work is an au- 
thorial sphragis or “seal”: “So concludes the composition of the Ethiopian 
story about Theagenes and Charikleia. It was composed by a Phoenician 
[phoinix] from Emesa, of the stock [genos] of the descendants of the Sun, 
son of Theodosius, Heliodorus.”’ This is the first time in the currently sur- 
viving evidence that anyone calls himself a Phoenician, and the circum- 
stances place him a considerable distance inland from the Levantine coast 
and many hundreds of years after the history of the Phoenicians is tra- 
ditionally taken to have ended, with Alexander’s conquest of the coastal 
cities in 332 BCE. 

I will try to make sense of Heliodorus’s self-description in this chapter 
by contextualizing it within the increasing popularity of the Phoenicians, 
and of the idea of being Phoenician, in the Hellenistic and then Roman peri- 
ods. This did not, however, involve the widespread embrace of a Phoenician 
ethnic identity: the coastal cities focused on their competing claims to the 
newly renowned Phoenician colonies and heroes, while the authors of 
Phoenician histories, often seen by modern scholars as patriotic champions 
of their people, were writing not so much as, but rather about the Phoeni- 
cians. In fact, one of the greatest enthusiasts for Phoenician culture and 
identity to be found in ancient sources was a Roman emperor from Emesa, 
and it is this, I will finally suggest, that can explain Heliodorus’s unprec- 
edented claim. 
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After Alexander’s death, the Levantine coast initially came under the con- 
trol of the Ptolemaic dynasty in Egypt, who disputed hegemony over the 
region with the Seleucid kings of Syria for more than a century, and even- 
tually ceded it to Antiochus III in 198 BCE. Seleucid rule in the Levant was 
already in decline in the face of increasing Roman aggression by the reign 
of Antiochus IV (r. 175-163 BCE), and the area was politically unstable until 
Pompey arrived in 65 BCE, deposed Antiochus XIII, made Syria a Roman 
province, and added to this province the coastal cities. The administrative 
arrangements for the region under the Ptolemies and then the Seleucids are 
unclear, but there are occasional references in formal contexts to a larger 
region known as “Syria and Phoenicia” or “Koile Syria and Phoenicia,’ 
which, at least in the Seleucid period, seems to have had a single governor.’ 

The rule of the Hellenistic kings over these cities was comparatively 
light—they imposed no colonies, for instance, as they often did elsewhere— 
and although Greek cultural institutions and artifacts are found in the re- 
gion in the Hellenistic period, the transition from monarchies to popular 
sovereignty of some kind should not be seen as evidence for “Hellenization,’ 
invited or imposed; as Fergus Millar has pointed out, these cities were 
“rather like Greek poleis anyway.’ Nonetheless, traditional models for 
domestic and religious architecture persisted, as did local customs, priest- 
hoods, and magistracies, as well as the language: at the sanctuaries of Umm 
el-‘Amed and Kharayeb, for instance, amid sculptural and architectural 
models taken from Greece and Egypt, all the Hellenistic-period inscriptions 
are in Phoenician.’ At the same time, continuing local rivalries sometimes 
erupted into violence, as between Arados and Amrit in the 140s BCE.° 

The juxtaposition of external hegemony and local autonomy in the 
Hellenistic period is vividly illustrated in the cities’ second-century BCE 
coinage. From 198, when its Ptolemaic governor finally surrendered the 
city to Antiochus II, Tyre minted a very unusual series of bronze coins. 
The four denominations had a portrait of the Seleucid king Antiochus III on 
the obverse, as was standard on coins across the Seleucid Empire, but on the 
reverse, they featured local imagery: in descending order of value, a stern, a 
prow, a palm tree, and a club.’ Three of these motifs obviously refer to core 
civic attributes of Tyre: the stern and prow emphasized the city’s maritime 
focus and activities, and the club was an attribute of Herakles, and so could 
represent Tyre’s own god. But what about the palm tree, or phoinix (fig. 7.1)? 
A palm tree tout court would not make much sense in this context, where it 
has no known local associations.* 
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7.1 Early-second-century BCE Tyrian bronze coin with 
Antiochus III (obv.) and palm tree (rev.). 


One obvious parallel is the palm on the Carthaginian coinage discussed 
in chapter 4, a widespread, long-lasting, and well-known image in the west- 
ern Mediterranean that must have been familiar to Tyrians traveling in 
that region. The obvious conclusion would be that it carries the same basic 
punning meaning: “Phoenician.” Furthermore, this association between 
the palm, the city, and the group-designation seems to be confirmed by 
the first-century BCE poet Meleager of Gadara, himself educated at Tyre. 
In an epitaph written for his fellow-poet Antipater, Meleager describes 
the iconography on the latter’s tomb: a cock with a scepter, holding in 
his claws a palm branch. Does this represent a victory in battle or the 
games, wonders Meleager? No, he says, “the phoinix means not victory, 
but his fatherland, Tyre of many children, proud mother of the Phoenicians 
[Phoinikes].”"® Similarly, in the second-century CE Leukippe and Klitophon 
by the Alexandrian author Achilles Tatius, when an oracle advises send- 
ing an offering to Herakles at a place that is “both island and city, whose 
people are “named for a tree,’ the mystery is solved when one Sostratos ex- 
plains that Tyre is meant because it is an island and “the phoinix is a tree?" 

But if Carthage’s coins promoted a common Phoenician identity across 
the broad regions it controlled in the west, this later civic coinage puts Tyre 
itself back in the driver’s seat after Carthage’s humiliation in the Second 
Punic War at the hands of Rome, emphasizing Tyre’s primary role in the 
networks of Phoenician-speaking settlements both at home and overseas 
discussed in the previous section. And these coins do not simply declare 
a Phoenician identity on the part of the Tyrians: the phoinix also makes 
a Tyrian claim to Phoinix himself, the founder of Phoenicia according to 
Greek myth. 

This emerges clearly from a comparison with the types that neighbor- 
ing cities began to issue thirty years later, when seventeen cities in Syria, 
Palestine, and Asia Minor adopted similar systems of what is often now 
called “quasi-municipal” bronze coinage.” As with the earlier Tyrian issues, 
these had the Seleucid monarch (now Antiochus IV) on the obverse, and 
local types on the reverse. The fact that this major shift in the nature of 
regional coinage seems to have happened for the most part in a single year 
(169/8 BCE) suggests that it was an initiative of the Seleucid authorities— 
the maintenance of local differences is, after all, a traditional tool of imperial 
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hegemony—but it is unlikely that they chose the specific local types." 
Not all the “Phoenician” cities participated enthusiastically, or indeed at 
all: Tripolis only produced occasional issues of a single denomination of 
quasi-municipal coinage, five in all between 166/5 and about 140 BCE, and 
Arados continued to mint entirely autonomous coinage in this period.” 
Sidon, Byblos, and Beirut, however, all began to mint the same four bronze 
denominations as Tyre (fig. 7.2)."° 

It is clear from a comparison of these coins that the four cities used 
their new coinage to speak to each other. The two higher denominations 
at Byblos and Beirut match two pairs of civic gods, six-winged El and Isis 
Pharia (the Egyptian lighthouse goddess) at Byblos with Baal Berit (the 
Lord of Beirut) and Ashtart at Beirut; this Ashtart at Beirut is on a prow, 
and a prow is also found on the same denomination at Tyre; the Tyr- 
ian coins with a stern and with a prow map Sidonian ones of the same 


Tyre Sidon Beirut Byblos 


7.2 Reverses of the “quasi-municipal” bronze coins from Tyre, Sidon, Beirut, and 
Byblos, minted from 169/8. At Tyre these depict, in descending order of size, a 
stern, a prow, a palm tree, and a club. Sidon: a galley, a rudder, Europa on the bull, 
Dionysus. Beirut: Baal-Berit, Ashtart on a prow, a rudder and trident, a lone tri- 
dent. Byblos: El, Isis Pharia, Harpocrates, an Apis bull. The smallest denomination 
at Sidon sometimes depicts Apollo or a maenad instead of Dionysus. 
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denominations with a galley and a rudder; and Shadrapa (Greek Dionysus) 
on Sidon’s smallest coins makes a pair with Melqart (Greek Herakles) on 
the same denomination at Tyre, both great traveling gods of the Medi- 
terranean. Even without these other denominational pairings, however, it 
would be hard to resist the temptation to read Tyre’s palm tree alongside 
Sidon’s Europa on the same denomination as a punning reference to her 
kinsman Phoinix. 

Through its claim to Phoinix, the founder of Phoenicia, Tyre could also 
assert a claim to be the mother city of the other “Phoenician” cities in the 
Levant. That this was controversial is shown by competing Phoenician leg- 
ends on the Sidonian and Tyrian municipal coinage under Antiochus IV: 
Sidon describes itself on one of its denominations as the mother city of 
Cambe, Hippo, Kition, and Tyre (LSDN ’M KMB ’P’ KT SR), while Tyre de- 
scribes itself on all but one of its denominations as “mother of the Sidons” 
(LSR °>M SDNM).”* Similarly, the appearance of Europa on the coins of Sidon 
in 169/8 BCE to match Tyre’s existing Phoinix coinage must be read as 
a counterclaim to the house of Agenor, including Phoinix himself, and 
Kadmos, founder of Thebes, supported by the appearance on the smallest 
Sidonian denomination of Dionysus, a common Theban type. This fits in 
with the wording of a Sidonian inscription of around 200 BCE that com- 
memorates the victory of Diotimus of Sidon in the chariot race at Nemea, 
which calls Sidon the mother city (metropolis) of Kadmean Thebes, and the 
“house of the descendants of Agenor.’” Competition between the cities for 
the house of Agenor would also explain one Tyrian emission toward the 
end of Antiochus IV’s reign that “borrows” an image of Europa on a bull to 
replace its usual prow on its second-largest coins. 

Phoinix could also, however, help emphasize Tyre’s role as a colonial 
metropolis abroad, a point underlined on the other denominations by the 
maritime imagery and the image of Melgqart himself, the god responsible 
for migrants. Like Melqart, Phoinix was sometimes said to be the father 
of colonial founders overseas: a scholion to Apollonios says that in one 
version of the story of Kadmos the founder of Thebes he was the son of 
Phoinix rather than Agenor,” and according to Klaudios Iolaos, writing 
around the first century CE, Phoinix’s son Archelaos founded a “Gadeira”: 
either Iberian Gadir or Gadara in modern Jordan.” If attempts to read 
Archelaos here as a deformed reference to Herakles are correct, there was 
even an ancient version of Tyre’s story in which Melqart was the son of 
Phoinix.” 

This conversation was not limited to Tyre and Sidon: although the 
quasi-municipal coinage of Byblos makes no obvious colonial claims at 
all, preferring to emphasize cultural identifications with Egypt, that of 
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Beirut uses maritime imagery similar to the Tyrian and Sidonian issues, 
depicting a prow and a rudder, and, as discussed in chapter 2, the legends 
name the city as “Laodikeia mother in Canaan” (L7DK ’M BKN‘N), a partial 
transliteration of the Seleucid name imposed on the city of Laodikea in 
Canaan, which not only substitutes a convenient local name for the Greek 
“Phoenicia,” but introduces an entirely new element, that of being a mother 
city. Here, however, the claim is not to be a mother of other cities but sim- 
ply “in Canaan”.” 

The local symbols and personalities on the coinage issued by these cities 
fueled local political rivalries, but they should not be interpreted as a form 
of resistance to Greek rule or culture in the region.” As with the network 
of Melgart, the “Phoenician” label invoked by the Tyrian palm tree coinage 
was not an exclusive one, since the Tyrians borrowed, or reclaimed, the 
language, the hero, and the identity itself from the Greeks. The broader 
rival claims of Tyre and Sidon to members of the house of Agenor also con- 
tinued to associate them with the Greeks who originally told these tales; 
as Fergus Millar has pointed out in relation to the Sidonians, by adopting 
these Greek stories they “acquired both an extra past and a reinforcement 
of their historical identity; and they also simultaneously gained acceptance 
as in some sense Greeks.’ And these were not the only basis for claims 
they made to blood relationships with Greeks: in the second century BCE, 
an embassy from Tyre to Delphi asserted that there was kinship between 
the two cities.” 

At the same time, the Phoenician-language legends on the coinage of 
all four cities demonstrate a continuing disinclination to claim collective 
identity even at a civic level, and the bilingual ones at Tyre and Sidon main- 
tain the traditional distinction discussed in chapter 2 whereby city names 
in Phoenician were normally toponyms, and in Greek, ethnonyms. So we 
have “of Gebel” (or “of Holy Gebel”) at Byblos and “of Laodicea” at Beirut, 
while Tyre has both (Ph.) “of Tyre” and (Gk.) “of the Tyrians,” and Sidon has 
(Ph.) “of the Sidons” and (Gk.) “of the Sidonians.” The coinage of other cities 
in the region also follows this pattern: the single denomination of quasi- 
municipal coinage issued by Tripolis has the Greek legend “of the Tripoli- 
tans,” and the fully autonomous coinage of Arados has, also in Greek, “of 
the Aradites.””’ This consistent relationship between choice of language and 
form of reference suggests that the minters were well aware of the differ- 
ent norms, which makes later “interference” between the languages all the 
more interesting, especially when they perpetuate local norms: from the 
first century BCE, the fully autonomous silver coinage of Tyre has a Greek 
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legend that reads “of Tyre: 
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MOTHER OF THE PHOENICIANS 


It was only under Roman rule that Phoenicia became a true political entity. 
By the early second century CE, “Phoenicia” was the name of one of the 
three administrative districts or eparchies that made up the province of 
Syria, along with “Syria” and “Commagene.’” A corresponding regional 
league, or koinon, of Phoenicia had also been formed to administer the im- 
perial cult by the time reference appears to it on the second-century CE 
coinage of Tyre, associated with an image of a temple.** This designation 
of Phoenicia as a subdistrict of Syria may not be new: as noted above, the 
region is occasionally referred to as “Syria and Phoenicia” in the Hellenistic 
period, and in the Augustan period, a senator was sent to “Syria and 
Phoenicia,’ though we have no positive indication in either case of two 
entities separately administered at any level. 

In the late second century, Phoenicia finally became a province in its 
own right, when Septimius Severus split the province of Syria into Syria 
Coele and Syria Phoenice, both of which, however, extended east from the 
coast to the desert (fig. 7.3).** It was not until around 400 CE that a Roman 
province called Phoenicia mapped onto the original Greek geographical 
conception of Phoenicia: in this period, the province of Syria Phoenice was 
split again, this time from north to south, with its western half becoming 
“Phoenice prima” or “Paralia” (“old” Phoenicia, with its administrative cen- 
ter at Tyre) and the eastern region “Phoenice secunda” or “Libanum,’ which 
included Palmyra and Heliopolis, and had Emesa as its capital.* 

Local traditions continued under Roman rule. Semitic names remained 
common, for instance, and although the last surviving, datable Levantine in- 
scription in Phoenician is from 25/4 BCE, there is a second-century CE pot- 
sherd with a Phoenician inscription from the sanctuary of Kharayeb, and in 
the third century CE, Ulpian of Tyre could still refer to contracts made in lan- 
guages including assyrius sermo (Aramaic) and poenus sermo (Phoenician).** 
Beirut, where a colony of Roman military veterans was imposed in the 
Augustan period, and where there is a great deal of evidence for Latin and 
for Roman cultural practices, was an exception rather than the rule.* 

There is also evidence for continued rivalries and occasional hostili- 
ties between “Phoenician” cities in this period, and Herodian even reports 
fighting between Beirut and Tyre in the mid-190s CE.* Civic competi- 
tion between Tyre and Sidon continued to involve claims to the family of 
Agenor: Sidon’s autonomous bronze coinage featured Europa on a bull 
through to the end of the Julio-Claudian period, and she appeared again 
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the late second century CE. 


under Trajan and Hadrian, while Tyre continued to mint bronze coins with 
a palm tree on the reverse well into the third century CE.*’ But new as- 
pects of contention also emerged in the Roman period, when rival Tyrian 
and Sidonian claims to Levantine colonies overseas are for the first time 
explicitly expressed in the language of “Phoenicity.’ We have already seen 
Meleager’s first-century BCE description of Tyre as “proud mother of the 
Phoenicians,’ and this is echoed in the opening passage of Achilles Tatius’s 
second-century CE Leukippe and Klitophon, where the narrator describes 
Sidon as “the mother city of the Phoenicians” and the Sidonian demos as 
“the father of the Thebans.’ And the geographer Strabo tells us in the early 
first century CE that the claim was one made by the cities themselves, in 
conscious competition: “After Sidon is Tyre, the largest and oldest city of 
the Phoenicians, and a rival to the former in size and in the fame and antiq- 
uity transmitted in many myths. So although the poets have prattled more 
about Sidon than Tyre (Homer makes no mention of Tyre), the colonies 
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sent to Libya and Iberia, and even outside the Pillars, sing rather the praises 
of Tyre. In any case, both cities have been glorious and illustrious, both in 
olden times and the present day: there is a dispute in both cities as to which 
of them one might call the mother city [metropolis] of the Phoenicians.” 
This new phrase suggests that “Phoenician” was considered more a colonial 
than an ethnic identity, one that the Tyrians and Sidonians so did not so 
much participate in as generate. As at Carthage, but by slightly different 
means, the Tyrians and Sidonians imposed Phoenician identity on others 
more than they claimed it for themselves. 

Yet another axis of regional rivalry for the title of “mother city” opened 
up in the late first century CE, when Domitian awarded Tyre the Roman 
status of metropolis, meaning in that context not a colonial mother city, but 
the leading city in a particular area.” We get a sense of how the Tyrians 
used this new title to reinforce their older claims to metropolitan status of 
other kinds from an honorific inscription they erected at Didyma between 
100 and 104 CE for one Julius Quadratus of Pergamon, where they call 
themselves “the council and the people of the Tyrians, of the sacred, invio- 
late, autonomous metropolis of Phoenicia and the cities of Koile Syria and 
other cities, and mistress of a fleet." A very similar formulation was used 
in a letter sent to Tyre by the Tyrians based in Puteoli in Italy in 174 CE that 
begins, “Letter written to the polis. To the magistrates, council, and people 
of the supreme motherland, the sacred, inviolate, autonomous metropolis 
of Phoenicia and other cities, mistress of a fleet, those of the Tyrians liv- 
ing in Puteoli send greetings.’ This was not, however, the city’s formal 
title awarded by Rome—other inscriptions simply call it “Metropolis of 
Phoenicia and Koile Syria”**—but rather the city’s own interpretation of its 
full status in the light of that award, and the awkward reference to “other 
cities” must reflect Tyre’s own claim to the “Phoenician” colonies overseas. 

The status of colonial founder continued to be important in the self- 
presentation of these cities as they made their way up the Roman civic hi- 
erarchy. In or shortly after 198 CE, Septimius Severus promoted Tyre to the 
honorary status of Roman colonia, a title that again denoted high imperial favor 
rather than literal colonial settlement.“ Yet it was not until the reign of the em- 
peror Elagabalus (218-22) that Sidon was finally awarded both these Roman 
honors—probably at the temporary expense of Tyre, whose coins stopped giv- 
ing the city’s full colonial title just as those of Sidon began to do so.” 

At this point, both cities began to issue new coin types featuring legend- 
ary local history and heroes, with a particular focus on colonial founder 
figures. Under Elagabalus and then Severus Alexander (222-35), Sidon 
produced reverses of Europa sitting on a bull (fig. 7.4a), Kadmos standing 
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on a ship’s prow (fig. 7.4b), and Dido seated on a throne,** while from the 
reign of Elagabalus to that of Gallienus (260-68), Tyre produced coins with 
reverses of Dido building Carthage (fig. 7.4c) and Kadmos teaching the al- 
phabet to the Greeks.” Alfred Hirt has suggested very plausibly that the 
appearance of the famous founder figures Dido and Kadmos at Tyre was a 
silent riposte to the Roman shift of the honorary title of metropolis to Sidon: 
whatever the label, it implies, Tyre is the real mother city. Furthermore, it 
was also the real home of the house of Agenor, and just as in the 160s BCE, 
Tyre poached Europa’s image again in the 250s CE, this time associating 
her (and therefore her whole family) firmly with the ambrosial rocks of the 
city of Tyre (fig. 7.4d).” 

Far from asserting a collective identity, this coinage continued to rein- 
force the historical distance between the cities and assert their own claims 
to Greek legends, to Roman status, and to the Phoenician colonies over- 
seas. As Kevin Butcher has pointed out, the stories depicted not famous 
“Phoenicians,” but famous citizens of individual cities, and perhaps even to 
the descent claims of specific local families.*° Such localizing readings are 
supported by the fact that Tyrian coins not only depict the ambrosial rocks 
on which the city was supposed to have been founded (fig. 7.4e), but also 
the Tyrian dog who bit a murex shell and thereby discovered the secret 
of the famous murex dye.*’ At the same time, it undoubtedly played to an 
increasing interest in Phoenicia and Phoenician history among outsiders 
in the Roman Imperial period, many of whom would have been handling 
this civic coinage.” I turn now to historical accounts, and other examples 
of how people from the Levantine cities made good use of Phoenicia’s new 
fame and reputation in this period. 


a b 


7.4 Bronze coinage issued by Sidon and Tyre in the third 
century CE, reverses only: (a) Sidon: Europa and the bull, issued 
under Elagabalus; (b) Sidon: Kadmos on a ship’s prow, 

issued under Elagabalus; (c) Tyre: Dido building Carthage, 
issued under Elagabalus; (d) Tyre: depicting Europa, the bull, 
and the ambrosial rocks, issued under Valerian I; (e) Tyre: 
ambrosial rocks, issued under Gordian III. 
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THE INVENTION OF PHOENICIA 


Pomponius Mela’s Chorography—a work of popular geography written in 
the mid-first century CE—says that the Phoenices “have made Phoenicia 
famous. They are a clever stock of men and they excel in the duties of 
war and peace.’ More generally, Mela gives pride of place to Phoenician 
places and achievements, both east and west, to the extent that his has been 
labeled a Phoenician perspective, and the work interpreted as patriotic.” 
However, although Mela does says that Phoenicians from Africa live in 
his Iberian hometown of Tingentera, he does not claim to be one himself, 
and Phoenician identity was certainly not a prerequisite for interest in our 
topic in his period: Mela was writing in the time of Emperor Claudius, 
who had himself written eight books of Carthaginian history.* Around the 
same time, the Jewish historian Josephus mentions one Dios, who was well 
thought of for the accuracy of his inquiries concerning the Phoenicians, 
claiming to use his work in the Tyrian archives, along with that of a 
Menander of Ephesus.** Josephus also tells us about “Mochos, Hestiaios, 
and the Egyptian Hieronymos,” who all wrote Phoinikika (Phoenician mat- 
ters),°” and later authors add to this list the names of Theodotos, Hypsikrates, 
Sanchuniathon, and Klaudios Iolaos.** 

Mochus and Sanchuniathon are the only members of this group for 
whom dates are ever given, although they are not terribly helpful, as they 
put these characters before the Trojan War.” All the same, at least some 
of these works are likely to date back to the Hellenistic period. Do they 
belong to the genre of laudatory “national history” that became popular 
in that era?® The most famous examples are from the third century BCE, 
when a Chaldean astronomer-priest named Berossus wrote a “History of 
Babylonia,’ and Manetho, a priest at Egyptian Heliopolis, wrote a “History 
of Egypt.” In both cases, these authors sought to impress on their new 
Macedonian overlords the particular achievements of their own people and 
polities by writing accounts of their glorious past.*' Mark Edwards sum- 
marizes the phenomenon in national terms: “Nation was thus induced to 
compete with nation. ...On the one hand, these cultures sought the esteem 
of foreign masters, correcting the disingenuous representations by which 
they had hitherto been deceived; on the other hand, peoples who had been 
rivals for a millennium could be expected to strive as earnestly for literary 
pre-eminence as once for dominion over lands and men.”” 

For Edwards, however, Hellenistic-period Phoenicia “had no part in this 
royal theatre,” and it is indeed hard to make the case that the authors of 
Phoinikika were creating patriotic histories in the same sense.™ This is, it 
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seems, a different phenomenon, and one that reflects outsiders’ interest in 
the subject rather than local knowledge or self-identification. The Greek 
authors concerned never call themselves Phoenician in the surviving frag- 
ments, and it is not until the second century CE that other writers call any 
of them Phoenician.“ Furthermore, it is striking that these authors do not 
seem to have much access to privileged information about the Phoenicians: 
what we know of the stories and information they conveyed would for the 
most part have been familiar from Greek literature and the Hebrew Bible, 
including the kidnap of Europa, Menelaus’s travels, the age of Noah, and 
the relationship between the kings of Tyre and Jerusalem. 

In fact, the only surviving example of something that might bear com- 
parison with the work of authors like Berossus and Manetho is the cele- 
brated work of Philo of Byblos, written in Greek in the second century CE, 
around the time of Emperor Hadrian, and preserved in fourth-century CE 
excerpts by Eusebius of third-century extracts by Porphyry. As discussed 
in chapter 3, this text draws on both Greek and Near Eastern sources and 
traditions, and is presented (at least by Porphry) as a translation of the 
work of the much earlier writer Sanchuniathon. The basic text may in fact 
have been Philo’s own, or he may have exploited an existing work, but the 
structure, themes, and rationalizing euhemerism of the work mean that 
any “original” could not have been written earlier than the Hellenistic 
period.” 

Philo’s work is certainly often read in the Hellenistic-period tradition 
of Berossus and Manetho. Aaron Johnson, for instance, explains Philo’s 
strategy like this: “By providing Phoenician names and slight alterations 
to otherwise well-known episodes of Greek mythology, Philo effectively 
claims the stories for the Phoenicians. In effect, Philo is saying: “What you 
Greeks thought was yours, is really ours. ”® Is this quite right? Like other 
writers in Greek, Philo certainly does recognize a people called the Phoeni- 
cians, whose ancestry he attempts to trace, although he does not present 
them as strongly culturally differentiated from others: by his account, they 
share religious practices and perceptions with the Egyptians.” He is also 
interested in what he calls Phoenician sources on theology and myth, and 
highly critical of other Greek authors on these subjects, dismissing them 
as derivative and misguided. However, despite the traditional scholarly as- 
sumption that Philo was, as Mark Edwards has put it, a Phoenician “by 
origin who had adopted the tongue and culture of the Greeks,”* he does not 
describe himself as a Phoenician in what survives of the text, and he is not 
described as such by others either. And while Porphyry in the third century 
CE calls Philo’s work the “Phoenician Inquiry” (Phoinikike historia), it is not 
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clear whether this is supposed to be the title given to the book by its author 
or a later description of it.” 

Rather than reading Philo as a late example of Hellenistic nationalism, 
it is easier to contextualize him in the world of the Greek novel, a new 
literary genre in the Imperial period, and one in which Phoenician set- 
tings and characters were strikingly popular. The best example is prob- 
ably Achilles Tatius’s second-century CE Leukippe and Klitophon, which 
not only begins in Sidon, but has a hero from Tyre, and contains vivid 
descriptions of both cities.” The author locates the cities in a Phoenician 
context, returning throughout the text to the different meanings of the 
word phoinix, with lengthy discussions not only of the palm tree, but also 
of the bird.” Another second-century CE romance by Lollianos was sim- 
ply called Phoinikika, although it is not clear from the surviving fragments 
whether any of the action—which includes human sacrifice, cannibalism, 
ghosts, and at least two orgies—actually takes place in Phoenicia.” And the 
Ephemeris belli troiani, a novel of the third or fourth century that presents 
itself as the work of a combatant at Troy called Dictys of Knossos, explains 
in its prologue that the original text, written in Phoenician, was discovered 
in Dictys’s tomb on Crete.” 

Although interest in the history and traditions of Phoenicia and the 
Phoenicians blossomed in the Roman Empire, then, there is no clear evi- 
dence for Phoenician identification or patriotism in local contexts. There 
certainly are attestations of pride in Phoenician history and associations 
on the part of Greek-speakers from the region when they are talking to 
other Greek-speakers from elsewhere. In addition to Philo’s work, for in- 
stance, Dorotheos of Sidon refers in his first-century CE text on astronomy 
to the “God-fashioned Phoenicians,” and in the second century, Pausanias 
claims to have encountered another Sidonian who praised “Phoenician” 
ideas about the gods, only to be told rather tartly by Pausanias that they 
were in fact the same as Greek ones.” These examples demonstrate the 
acceptance of a Greek category in Greek contexts, the same phenomenon 
we find when the second-century CE Tyrian rhetor Adrianus announces 
his arrival in Athens by appealing to the famous tale of Kadmos bringing 
the alphabet to Greece: “Once again letters have come from Phoenicia.” 
Abroad, as Adrianus knew, Kadmos was simply a Phoenician hero of the 
Greek and now Roman mythical world. 

And again, this cultural enthusiasm for Phoenicia and Phoenicians in 
the Roman Mediterranean should not be interpreted as oppositional. In 
fact, it reflects Roman political encouragement for the concept of Phoenicia 
itself. Designating Phoenicia as a political region allowed its Roman rulers 
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to administer their imperial territory in an explicitly local framework, at the 
same time as it cut across existing local power dynamics. It also allowed the 
Romans to change what Phoenicia meant, and one excellent example of this 
is the reinvention of Syrian Emesa as a Phoenician city. 


PHOENICIAN GAMES 


When Septimius Severus finally created a province of Syria Phoenice in the 
late second century CE, it bore little relation to the traditional historical 
geography of Phoenicia, but included cities as far away as Emesa, around 
seventy kilometers inland on the banks of the Orontes. Emesa was the 
hometown of several members of the emperor’s family, including his wife 
Julia Domna, her sister Julia Maesa, and the latter’s grandson, the noto- 
rious teenage Emperor Marcus Aurelius Antoninus, or Elagabalus. Even 
before his elevation to the purple, the young man was the priest of the 
great Emesan god Elagabal ’LH’GBL), and as emperor installed this deity 
at Rome itself in the form of his cult statue, a large black stone. The Syrian 
city found unsurprising political favor as well from the Severan dynasty, 
given the title of colonia by Julia Domna’s son Caracalla, and a new status 
of metrokolonia by Elagabalus.”° 

The inclusion of Emesa in Syria Phoenice was not simply a matter of 
bureaucratic convenience. Roman sources describe the city as being in 
Phoenicia, and they call its citizens Phoenicians, including members of the 
imperial family: the contemporary author Herodian, for instance, describes 
Julia Maesa as a Phoenician by genos, or stock, “from the city of Emesa in 
Phoenicia,” and he says that the name of the city’s god was Phoenician.” 
He also emphasizes the Phoenician cultural affinities of Elagabalus himself, 
claiming that he had Roman officials wear long tunics “according to the 
Phoenician custom [nomos]” for the rituals of his new god at Rome, and 
that he refused to have anything to do with pigs, again “according to the 
Phoenician custom.” More subtly, Cassius Dio, another contemporary, says 
that Elagabalus secretly slaughtered young boys to offer them to his god.” 
This is not to say that Elagabalus and his family encouraged, or received, 
an exclusive identification as Phoenician: Fergus Millar has emphasized 
the “indiscriminately Oriental” associations made in Herodian and Dio’s 
contemporary reports of Elagabalus’s public behavior, with Herodian him- 
self remarking that Elagabalus’s clothing was a cross between the garb of 
Phoenician priests and the luxurious clothing of the Medes, and Dio re- 
porting that the young emperor acquired the nickname “the Assyrian.” 
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Nonetheless, some of Elagabalus’s actions seem to have been deliberately 
designed to encourage Phoenician associations. Herodian, for instance, tells 
the story of how the young emperor imported as a wife for his own deity 
a great statue of a goddess from Carthage, “Ourania” (Ashtart), supposedly 
originally set up by “Dido the Phoenician,” a move that neatly connected 
the African and Syrian origins of the Severan dynasty through a Phoeni- 
cian diasporic relationship.” 

Furthermore, a new imperial enthusiasm for Phoenicia and even being 
Phoenician under Elagabalus could explain the appearance of palm branches 
for the first time since the Julio-Claudian period on the coinage of Sidon, a 
city that was, as we have seen, especially favored by the Emesan emperor,*! 
as well as on the coinage of Emesa itself (fig. 7.5). The Emesan coins are 
particularly interesting because their legends make it clear that they depict 
the urns given as prizes at the “Pythian games” that Elagabalus had estab- 
lished in the city, a smaller version of the great festival held for Apollo at 
Delphi, and on the coins, these urns are flanked by palm shoots rather than 
by the laurel shoots that would have been usual at Delphi. Whether or not 
this reflects practice at the games themselves, on its coinage the city is rep- 
resenting those games as “Phoenician.” 

Emesa’s new Phoenician identity under Rome helps to explain, finally, 
why Heliodorus not only called himself a Phoenician, but drew particular 
attention to this claim. Although the concluding sphragis of the Aithiopika 
has sometimes been seen as a later addition, Ewen Bowie has shown that 
it picks up on a set of “Phoenician games” in which recurring forms and 
compounds of phoinix (poivié) weave in references throughout the text to 
the different senses of the word: it describes merchants from Tyre, but also 
the crimson of dye or blood, dates and palm shoots and branches, and the 
mythical bird, as well as the flamingo (phoinikopteros). A particular concen- 
tration of these “poiwé terms” in the final book “prepares us for Heliodorus’ 
last throw, when . .. he signs off as avijp Poivie Eptonvos, “a Phoenician 


7.5 Bronze coin of Emesa, depicting the emperor Elagabalus (obv.) and 
prize urns from the local Pythian games flanked by palm branches (rev.). 
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man from Emesa. Only now do we realize why the writer has been juggling 
so persistently with various senses of poivié,”” 

It has been suggested both that Heliodorus used his novel to emphasize 
his own status as an outsider, a figure from the margins of the Greco-Roman 
world, and by contrast that it represents an embrace of Hellenism.* I want 
to bring Rome into the picture as well, but not to argue that in his sphragis 
Heliodorus was proudly declaring a political identity as an inhabitant of 
Roman Syria Phoenice, nor that he was laying claim to the cultural capital 
that “being Phoenician” appears to have brought to Emesa and its Roman 
politicians. On the contrary, I will show that the sheer variety of meanings 
that the term phoinix is used to convey in the rest of the text calls any fixed 
identity claim into question, especially a fixed ethnic association. Instead, 
the sphragis is better understood in its historical, political, and cultural con- 
text as a comment on Phoenician identity claims rather than a genuine 
claim to that identity in itself. 

Tim Whitmarsh has already made the case that Heliodorus’s self- 
description as a phoinix should be seen against the background of this par- 
ticular novel’s interest in the complex relationships between genealogy, 
origins, culture, and personal identity, and of its delight in the contested, 
unreliable, and even unreal nature of identity claims.** Examples of mis- 
takes, complications, and confusion over identity are almost endless: the 
heroine alone is presented as having two ethnicities, three fathers, and at 
least one lucky escape from death through mistaken identity. In fact, iden- 
tity games are such a central feature of Heliodorus’s novel that it promotes, 
as Whitmarsh has put it, “a conception of identity not as an innate essence 
but as the product of human culture, forged in the perceptions of others,”* 
to the extent that Heliodorus’s “emphasis upon cultural costume is a chal- 
lenge to a general acceptance of the ‘naturalness’ of ethnicity.’ 

Whitmarsh’s detailed studies of this aspect of Heliodorus’s work draw 
attention to the number of “false Greeks” found in the text: the Egyptian 
priest Kalasiris is mistaken for a Greek, and he claims that Homer was an 
Egyptian; the heroine, the Ethiopian Charikleia, is consistently referred to 
as Greek; her lover Theagenes is reported as making a series of ridiculous 
claims that his own obscure Ainianian clan had the noblest ancestry in the 
entire province of Thessaly, and was descended from the heroes Hellen and 
Achilles.*’ As he notes, Theagenes’s claims are “presented ironically, despite 
frequent references to ‘race’ [yévoc] and the ‘truth’ of the matter”* 

I would add that the novel’s “Phoenicians” are also hard to pin down in 
terms of identity: Phoenicians from Tyre are described as dancing in the 
Assyrian style, for instance, while the phoinix-bird “comes to us from the 
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Ethiopians or Indians.”® And at the end, I would suggest, Heliodorus pres- 
ents himself as another example of this phenomenon: he is both a phoinix 
from Emesa, and “of the genos of the descendants of the sun [Helios].’ As 
with his claim to be a phoinix, the author’s assertion that he is a descen- 
dant of the sun picks up on a host of references throughout the text to the 
sun, to the sun god Helios (and his Greek equivalent Apollo), and to his 
descendants, culminating earlier in book 10 in the heroine’s claim to be 
descended from the sun.” It must also play on an association with Emesa’s 
god Elagabal, rendered in Greek as Heliogabalus, and seen, in this period at 
least, as a sun god.” Both claims in the sphragis then are part of the novel 
itself, not just a technical appendix. Furthermore, the juxtaposition of a 
possible with an impossible claim raises a question over the seriousness 
with which we are supposed to take either of the identifications: the rein- 
vention of Roman Emesa as Phoenician is as good an example of the mean- 
inglessness of ethnic identity claims as is a claim to be descended from the 
sun, and the sentence as a whole draws attention to the new and perhaps 
awkward dual identity imposed on the town by its inclusion in the province 
of Phoenicia and its new Phoenician cultural reputation. 

The sphragis may also be a more specific reference to, or parody of, the 
“Phoenicianization” of Emesa’s god, city, and emperor under Elagabalus: 
the novel was certainly written after his reign, and perhaps not very long 
after.” This would fit in with other plausible references to the emperor and 
his Phoenician pretensions in the novel: the coins issued with palm shoots 
to celebrate his Pythian games prefigure an episode in the Aithiopika in 
which Chariklea awards Theagenes a palm shoot rather than a laurel when 
he wins the hoplite race at Delphi itself, while the closing sequence sees 
the foreign hero settled in Ethiopia and invested as a priest of the Ethiopian 
sun god." However that may be, it should by now be clear that the sphragis 
cannot be taken as a straightforward statement of ethnic identity either 
on the part of the author or his fictional persona: Heliodorus, from a time 
and place well beyond the bounds of what most earlier authors would have 
labeled Phoenicia, was using his novel to play literary games with the new 
and fashionable identity that Roman emperors had imposed on himself and 
his hometown. 

I have argued in this chapter for growing interest in the Phoenicians in 
the Hellenistic and Roman periods, during which Phoenicia itself became a 
political entity and expanded well beyond its confines in earlier Greek and 
Latin literature. Contributions to the literature on Phoenicia even from the 
region itself were, however, more antiquarian than patriotic, responding to 
external interest rather than any emerging internal identification. The new 
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enthusiasm for Phoenicia and Phoenicians did not bring the coastal cities 
of the Levant together in a shared regional identity, but provided them in- 
stead with useful new weapons for their continuing cultural and political 
rivalry, in which claims to found Phoenicia, the Phoenicians, and Levantine 
settlements overseas, served local political positioning rather than broad 
ethnic identitifications. At the same time, the idea of being Phoenician sup- 
ported the Roman imperial project, and more specifically the projects of 
the Severan dynasty. In the next chapter I turn to that family’s other place 
of origin, North Africa, to suggest that there too the Phoenician past be- 
came more popular and visible under Rome, and that there too it was used 
both to evade power and enforce it, within and beyond ancient Levantine 
settlements, and that Phoenicity came in the end there to denote an African 
rather than Levantine identity. 


CHAPTER 8 


As ae 


Ss 


A New Phoenician World 


The Libyan port of Lepcis Magna, the best-preserved ancient city in North 
Africa, was highly favored within the Roman Empire. As early as the 
Augustan period, its enormous theater, amphitheater, forum, and great 
temple to Roma and Augustus, adorned with sculptures of the imperial 
family, reflected the desire of the local politicians and businessmen who 
built them to demonstrate their loyalty to and involvement in that imperial 
project. This culminated in the ascent to the imperial throne of the city’s 
native son, Septimius Severus (r. 193-211), whose long and successful reign 
expanded the empire east as far as the River Tigris, and took him from its 
southern regions to its most northerly reaches: he died at York, attempting 
to conquer Scotland for Rome. 

A curious anecdote recorded in the account of the lives of the later 
emperors known as the Historia Augusta suggests, however, that there 
was more to Lepcis than this Roman perspective might suggest: when 
Septimius Severus’s sister came from Lepcis to visit him in Rome, her bad 
Latin was such an embarrassment to him that he sent her home again.’ 
Whether or not this incident really happened, it was apparently plausible 
to suggest that even the grandest families in Lepcis still spoke Punic at 
home. The city also continued to take ostentatious pride in its Levantine 
roots in the Roman period, as illustrated in a pair of inscriptions the city 
of Lepcis erected at Tyre in the second century CE, recording in Latin 
and Greek a gift “from the colony of Ulpia Traiana Augusta Fidelis Lepcis 
Magna to Tyre, which is its own metropolis as well.” Like the Tyrian in- 
scriptions from Didyma and Puteoli discussed in the preceding chapter, 
the wording here plays on double meanings: Lepcis is both an honorary 
Roman colonia, and a colony of Tyre in the literal sense, while Tyre was an 
honorary Roman metropolis, as well as the real mother city of Lepcis. The 
phrasing also picks up directly on Tyre’s own standard claim to be mother 
city of colonies abroad as well as metropolis of Phoenicia—a claim that was 
in fact repeated at Lepcis itself at the very end of the second century, when 
Tyre was finally awarded the status of colonia by Septimius Severus, and 
the grateful city erected a statue of the emperor’s son Geta in his African 
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hometown from “the colony of Septimia Tyre, metropolis of Phoenicia and 
of other cities.”* 

Unlike the Lepcitan inscriptions, this Tyrian dedication does not focus 
on the particular colonial relationship between these two individual cities, 
but rather on Tyre’s more general status as a mother city at home and over- 
seas, and I will suggest in the first part of this chapter that an emphasis on 
its own Levantine colonial past was actually a new phenomenon at Lepcis 
itself in the Roman period, a way of underlining and preserving the city’s 
relative political autonomy within the context of Roman power. As in the 
east, I will argue, this strategy also appealed to the wider Roman interest 
in Phoenician history, but did not involve the construction of a Phoenician 
identity: when the city identifies its own origins at Tyre, after all, it is in re- 
lation to that single Levantine city. I will then contextualize this case study 
in a much broader and longer-lasting regional phenomenon, whereby a 
religious, political, and linguistic package initially established in Levantine 
settlements was adopted across the whole of Roman North Africa, serving 
to nuance, exploit, and localize power under Roman rule. 


LANGUAGES OF POWER 


The settlement of Lepcis had been established on the coast of Tripoli- 
tania by the end of the sixth century BCE. By the second century, it 
was tributary to Carthage and then, after King Massinissa’s successful 
campaign in the region, to Numidia. At the beginning of the Jugurthan 
War (112-105 BCE), the city sued for friendship and alliance with Rome 
against the Numidian king, and although it later backed Numidia and the 
Pompeians in the Roman civil war of the 40s BCE, the city was a Roman 
ally again in campaigns against local Libyan peoples in the Augustan 
period. Its precise political and tributary status in relation to Rome in 
this period is unclear, but it managed to maintain a form of autonomy 
at least on a local level for centuries, still minting its own coinage under 
Tiberius, and operating under Phoenician magistracies and maintain- 
ing local priesthoods throughout the first century CE. Until the Flavian 
period, Lepcis is always referred to simply as a civitas (town) in its Latin 
epigraphy, while the local Roman proconsul is regularly described on 
inscriptions as the patronus of the city, with no suggestion that he exer- 
cised official authority there. The city only received political recognition 
as a Roman municipium under Vespasian in the 70s CE, and was then 
promoted to the higher honorary status of colonia in 109.° 
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Despite these honors, and despite the Roman-style monumental archi- 
tecture that defined the city’s visual appearance, Sergio Fontana pointed 
out some time ago that the archaeological evidence reveals the persis- 
tence of the Phoenician language in its western Punic dialect, as well as of 
Phoenician names, and of religious symbols and burial practices familiar 
from Carthage, well into the third century CE, especially in relation to the 
less wealthy and to women.’ Building on Fontana’s work, I have suggested 
myself that a great many Phoenician references can be found alongside 
the Roman ones in political and civic life as well.’ Local priesthoods and 
Levantine civic institutions are found throughout the first century CE, 
including the existence of a public assembly (‘M) of a kind familiar from 
earlier Phoenician-speaking cities in the western Mediterranean, and the 
appointment of shofetim, or sufetes, as the city’s chief magistrates.’ The 
city’s coinage continued to name Lepcis in Punic into the reign of Tiberius, 
and featured the portraits and symbols of the two Levantine gods named ina 
late Hellenistic-period Punic dedication as “Lord Shadrapa and Milkashtart, 
lords of Lepcis.”’ At least one new temple in the Augustan period was dedi- 
cated to Shadrapa (Greek Dionysus, Roman Liber Pater), and monumental 
Phoenician inscriptions were erected in addition to Latin ones on several 
prominent buildings of the Julio-Claudian period, including the market, 
theater, and imperial cult temple." 

It would be a mistake, however, to see these phenomena as signs or sym- 
bols of resistance to Roman power. These Phoenician references operated 
in addition rather than in opposition to identifications with Rome. Roman 
priesthoods and civic institutions were introduced alongside local ones," 
the city’s coinage paired reverses featuring Shadrapa and Milkashtart with 
obverse portraits of Augustus and later Tiberius,” and the temple to Roma 
and Augustus was built under Tiberius right beside the Augustan-period 
temple dedicated to Shadrapa, putting the local and imperial gods literally 
on an equal footing." It is apt that both buildings use the so-called Punic 
cubit as well as the Roman foot in their construction.“ 

The same can be said of the Punic in the monumental inscriptions. The 
Latin epigraphy of Lepcis uses Roman dating and nomenclature as standard, 
and regularly names the Roman emperor, but in bilinguals the Punic some- 
times provides an “edited” version, leaving out Roman titles and officials and 
emphasizing the local contribution: the Punic sections of the bilingual inscrip- 
tions inside the theater of 1/2 CE, for instance, simply omit the whole sec- 
tion of the Latin text that relates to the emperor, including the imperial dating 
(fig. 8.1).*° The Roman emperor is invoked by the Latin but then put in his place 
by the Punic, placed alongside but not fully integrated into the local context. 
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8.1 Bilingual Latin-Punic inscription within a molded tabella ansata from the 
theater at Lepcis (IRT 321, 1/2 CE). The Latin inscription reads: “When Imperator 
Caesar Augustus, son of the deified one, chief priest, was invested with tribunician 
power for the 24th time, and was consul for the 13th time, father of his country, 
Annobal Rufus, adorner of his country, lover of concord, priest, sufete, prefect of 
the rites, son of Himilcho Tapapius, had this made with his own money and dedi- 
cated it himself.’ The Punic inscription reads: “Hannibal, who adorns his country, 
who loves the complete knowledge, sacrificer, sufete, chief of the ‘zrm-sacrifices, 
son of Himilkart Tapapi Rufus made it according to plan at his own expense and 
consecrated it.” 


These bilinguals distinguish the local and the Roman in other ways too, 
even as they juxtapose them. The Punic version of the inscription com- 
memorating the building of a market in 8 BCE does begin with the same 
invocation of the Roman emperor as the Latin text, but provides local 
equivalents for his titles rather than simply transliterating them: instead of 
being consul, imperator, and invested with tribunician power, he is head of 
the army and supreme leader, with the authority of the ten rulers.’° The jux- 
tapositions set up an alliance between local and imperial sources of power 
at the same time as their proximity emphasizes their fundamental differ- 
ences. And they lasted a long time: bilingual Punic and Latin inscriptions 
are found until at least 92 CE,’’ although both the prominence of the Latin 
sections and the extent to which the Punic ones borrow their phrasing and 
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vocabulary increases over this period, so that by the end of the first cen- 
tury, the Punic inscriptions get closer to true translations.’ 

This linguistic and cultural bilingualism did a lot of practical work for 
its speakers: as well as accommodating Latin-speaking visitors to the city, 
the use of Latin in inscriptions established the speaker’s superior educa- 
tion, status, and connections by comparison with the majority of the city’s 
Punic-speaking population, at the same time as the Punic versions demon- 
strated his solidarity with them, and sometimes undermined the imperial 
institutions that the Latin versions celebrated.’ The combination of Latin 
and Punic linguistic traditions, and the cultural phenomena associated with 
them, created a third set of meanings, inappropriate for the expression of 
simple Romanization or resistance, and properly local—although on a prac- 
tical level, the plurality of languages, names, and institutions in daily of- 
ficial and unofficial use at Lepcis would have discouraged Roman attempts 
fully to comprehend and communicate in this independent city. 

At the same time, Roman and Phoenician phenomena were just two ele- 
ments in a complex cultural multilingualism maintained at Lepcis in the 
Imperial period, suggesting that asserting a single fixed identity was not 
a major concern. One significant set of references is to the architectural 
motifs of the Hellenistic east that provide what Andrew Wallace-Hadrill 
has called “an alternative language of power” in the Roman period, and 
especially to the architecture of Alexandria and Cyrenaica.” This can be 
seen in the new temples erected on the Old Forum in the Augustan period, 
in the treatment of their moldings, in the use of the heart-shaped double 
pilasters also found at Cyrene and Ptolemais as well as Alexandria in this 
period, and in the popularity of the Doric order itself, which was obsolete 
at Rome by this date.’ There are also associations with other African cit- 
ies further west: the theater at Lepcis, for instance, was built shortly after 
and in a similar style to the one built at Caesarea by Rome’s Numidian ally 
Juba II.” This cosmopolitan approach to culture continued for a long time, 
as shown by the table of measures set up in the marketplace at Lepcis in 
the third century CE that still comprises the Punic cubit, the Egyptian cubit, 
and the Roman foot. 

With its multiple languages and cultural references, Lepcis constructed 
a web of links with the homeland, with Rome, and with other cultures past 
and present that avoided clear identification with any of them, evading in 
particular Roman cultural hegemony at the same time as it benefited from 
Roman imperial patronage, and emphasized its own autonomy from any 
single source of imperial power. This construction also involved the recon- 
struction of the city’s past. 
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Levantine customs at Lepcis were not simply survivals from the city’s colo- 
nial history, but instead emphasized that particular past in quite new ways. 
The use of the Phoenician language provides some examples. Autonomous 
coinage with Punic legends only appears in the late second or first century 
BCE in Lepcis and the other Tripolitanian cities, after the destruction of 
Carthage, when ports in Spain and Mauretania had already been minting 
it for a century or more.” Punic inscriptions began even later—indeed the 
very idea of writing on stone in either Latin or Punic came relatively late 
to Tripolitania, sometime in the first century BCE, and largely, it seems, for 
practical reasons having to do with the quality of the available materials.” 
Elsewhere in North Africa, and especially at Carthage, there was a long- 
standing Punic “epigraphic habit” in religious, votive, and funerary con- 
texts, but this was not something that had apparently ever been a standard 
part of civic traditions in the Tripolitanian cities, and building inscriptions 
in Phoenician were a complete novelty in Africa.” 

So the use of Punic on coins and inscriptions did not survive the coming 
of Rome in Tripolitania; it mapped onto it. Nor was it the only available 
alternative to Latin at Lepcis, as Sallust suggests that Libyan was already 
known in the city by the time of the Jugurthan War in the late second cen- 
tury BCE: “only the language of this city had been changed by intermarriage 
with the Numidians; the laws and customs are the most part Sidonian, which 
they retained the more easily because they passed their lives far from the 
king’s power.” Phoenician was a new language of public self-presentation 
in this area, and the choice to use it was not unmarked, not merely an obvi- 
ous, traditional, and purely practical choice as opposed to an ideologically 
charged one to use Latin. The positive choice of Latin and Phoenician as the 
languages of the public epigraphy involved a new, public assertion of both 
Roman imperial and Phoenician colonial elements in the city. 

Even Lepcis’s status as a colony of Tyre may have been an invented tradi- 
tion. There is considerable confusion in our sources over the city’s origins: 
Sallust, who served as a Roman governor in Africa in the triumviral period, 
and was proud of his local sources, gives by far the most detailed description 
of the foundation—an entire sentence—specifying that Lepcis was “founded 
by Sidonians, who are reported to have left their homes because of civil dis- 
cord, and come to that region in ships.””’ By the first century CE, however, 
Pliny the Elder and Silius Italicus both call the city a colony of Tyre.” It is 
tempting to conclude that such identifications have more to do with the 
contemporary dispute between Tyre and Sidon as to their preeminence as a 
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mother city than with events in the sixth century BCE, and that Lepcis was 
not necessarily established as an official foundation, or even by a Levantine 
city-state at all. While Sallust’s story makes the foundation sound like a pri- 
vate enterprise, rather like the traditional story of the foundation of Carthage 
itself, scholars have also persistently raised the possibility that Lepcis was in 
fact founded from Carthage, a city with which it certainly had commercial 
ties from an early date, perhaps in the aftermath of Dorieus the Spartan’s 
attempt to found a colony in the late sixth century BCE in this strategically 
and commercially important area between Cyrene and Carthage.” 

As with Carthage, the civic gods of Lepcis were not well known in the 
Levant.** There are only a couple of mentions of Shadrapa in the eastern 
Mediterranean, probably from the Persian period, while he is found in the 
west at Carthage, Sicily, and Sardinia. Milkashtart is not attested in the 
Levant between thirteenth century Ugarit and the Hellenistic-period tem- 
ple at Umm el-‘Amed, though there are mentions of him in fourth-century 
Malta, third-century Carthage, and second-century Gadir.*! Furthermore, 
while the dual pantheon reproduced on the coinage of Lepcis fits in with 
the custom in most of the Phoenician-speaking coastal cities of establish- 
ing pairs of leading civic deities, this male couple might have looked a little 
strange in the homeland. And much more than in the case of Carthage, 
the colonial status of the city seems to have been celebrated more in dis- 
course than practice. There is no evidence in our sources for sending tithes 
or booty home, for instance, or any other political connections between 
Lepcis and Tyre before the exchange of dedications with which this chapter 
began. Furthermore, in its new references to a Levantine past in the Roman 
period, “Phoenician” Lepcis looks surprisingly like its African neighbors. 


PUNIC PERSISTENCE? 


Despite the Roman annexation of Sicily and then Sardinia in the mid-third 
century BCE, the fall of Spain after the Second Punic War, and even the de- 
struction of Carthage in 146 BCE, the phenomenon of “Punic persistence” 
in the western Mediterranean is well known.” Systems of urban and rural 
settlement, architectural styles, building techniques, weight standards, pot- 
tery shapes, artisan methodologies, and measurement systems all showed 
distinct continuities during a period of great political upheaval. Stability in 
material culture alone might be explained in practical terms by the avail- 
ability of resources and expertise, but local customs and institutions were 
also maintained: languages, magistracies, rituals, and deities. 
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Peter van Dommelen has argued in a series of discussions of the 
Sardinian evidence that such practices are not simply evidence for passive 
“persistence” or “survivals” but instead demonstrate the ongoing vitality 
of pre-Roman customs under Roman rule, the “new and original achieve- 
ments of Punic culture.”** These institutions not only survived, but they 
continued to develop within what appears to have been a thriving net- 
work of direct cultural exchange between different Phoenician-speaking 
regions even after Roman conquest. Particularly strong connections were 
maintained between Africa and Sardinia, as Sardinian religious and do- 
mestic architecture continued to respond to contemporary North African 
models, and the Sardinians continued to import pottery from North Africa 
and to imitate new ceramic forms being produced there.* And although 
he argues that these Sardinian choices need to be understood in their 
own contexts as based in fundamentally local dynamics of interaction and 
competition,* van Dommelen has also suggested that in some cases they 
can be interpreted in terms of cultural, or “silent, resistance to Rome, 
especially among local economic elites, noting how much evidence there 
is for political and military resistance to Rome in Sardinia in the same 
period.* 

I want to show in the rest of this chapter that van Dommelen’s argu- 
ments can be taken in a new direction in a North African context, where 
even such late and iconically “Roman” buildings as the amphitheater at the 
inland city of El Jem in Tunisia were still planned on the Punic cubit.*’ I 
will focus on the persistence, further development, and continuing interac- 
tion of a cultural “package” of religious, political, and linguistic institutions 
associated with the Levantine coastal settlements over a long period of 
time and over great distances.** In its early stages this can be interpreted, at 
least in part, in terms of cultural identification with Carthage and cultural 
resistance to Rome. This would map onto intermittent military resistance 
to Rome in republican and early imperial North Africa, from the major war 
in Numidia led by Jugurtha in the late second century BCE, which was 
said by the late Roman author Orosius to have set off a revolt in the Roman 
province of Africa itself, to the long struggle against Tacfarinas in the 
first decade of Tiberius’s reign, which involved African populations from 
Mauretania to the Libyan desert.*’ This cultural package did not, however, 
involve any clear identification as Carthaginian or Phoenician, and over 
time these practices constructed a distinctive African regional network of 
their own, and one that made most sense in terms of Roman rather than 
local rhetoric.” 
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If there is something more surprising, more disruptive of commonplace 
assumptions, than the practice of child sacrifice itself, it is the fact that it 
continued under Roman occupation. Several of the Sardinian sanctuaries 
survived the Roman annexation of that island in 238; there is evidence for 
activity at the tophet site at Carthage for at least a generation after the de- 
struction of the city; the sanctuaries at Cirta and Hadrumetum continued 
to function until the first and second century CE, respectively.” And even 
more surprisingly, about a hundred new sanctuaries were established after 
the fall of Carthage in the distinctive style of the old tophets, with burnt 
offerings buried in urns in an open-air sacred space, often with markers, in 
African towns all the way from Tripolitania to Mauretania (fig. 8.2). 

The adoption of this initially restricted sanctuary type across a very 
broad area has been taken as evidence for an essential cultural, and in 
particular religious, continuity in Africa in the face of Roman imperial- 
ism.’ This sits uncomfortably, however, with the innovative aspects of the 
Roman-period tophets. The new geography of tophet cult not only involved 
new sites but also new worshippers: although it might be tempting to as- 
sociate the phenomenon with refugees from the destruction of Carthage in 
146 BCE, or hinterland communities who had previously used the tophet 
at Carthage itself, the new sanctuaries almost always date from at least a 
generation later, the names recorded there are a mixture of Libyan, Punic, 
and, more rarely, Roman, and the extended genealogies of offrands found 
at Carthage are missing.“* 

Furthermore, as Matthew McCarty has argued, the rites conducted in 
these new sanctuaries did not simply imitate or idealize earlier practices. 
Offerings of infants, for instance, seem to have been relatively rare in 
the Roman period. Although the Christian bishop Tertullian reports that 
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8.2 Tophet-style sanctuaries established in Roman North Africa between the late 
second century BCE and the second century CE. 
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children were still sacrificed in areas of Africa in the late second century 
CE,” positive evidence has been found so far at only three of the new sites. 
At Althiburos, there are multiple references to a molk adam, the sacrifice 
of a human, on inscriptions that can probably be dated from the second 
century BCE to the first century CE; this is the same phrase found slightly 
earlier at Cirta. At Henchir el Hami (c. 100 BCE to second century CE), the 
ashes of sheep and of children of six months or younger were found in more 
than three-quarters of the 268 urns so far examined from the site. And at 
the sanctuary at Lambafundi, where the markers at least date to the second 
to third century CE, two urns contained the remains of infants.’ It is strik- 
ing that all three of these sites are well inland, making them particularly 
unlikely to be survivals of earlier Levantine practice, while tophet-style 
sanctuaries established on the coast have as yet offered no such evidence 
for infant sacrifice or burial. 

There is evidence for change in other respects as well. One striking 
example is that whereas before the destruction of Carthage offerings had 
always been by individuals, Punic inscriptions on markers of the first cen- 
tury BCE and CE throughout central Tunisia record that whole groups of 
citizens (baalim) made communal dedications at the sanctuaries.** The offer- 
ings themselves change as well, and in particular the burnt remains of birds, 
barely attested in the “original” tophets at all, became very common: the 
urns from at least seven of the new sanctuaries contain only bird bones.” 

The stone markers demonstrate the flexible and changing nature of the 
cultural identifications involved in the new African sanctuaries. Initially, 
they tend to be flat, gabled slabs of the kind already found at Carthage in 
the Hellenistic period, though rarely with acroteria (fig. 8.3). Where there 
are inscriptions, they are in Phoenician, and they preserve much of the 
standard formula that is found at Carthage, including the name of the god 
Baal Hammon, though Tinnit is conspicuous for her near total absence.” 
The iconography in these early phases reproduces the most popular motifs 
from Carthage, including the so-called sign of Tanit, the caduceus, baetyls, 
crescents, and disks, and sometimes the human figures more familiar from 
the Sicilian and Sardinian tophets, as well as a number of entirely new 
motifs including rosettes, fruit, grain, and vegetal motifs. With or with- 
out child sacrifice, it is hard to imagine that these new sanctuaries did not 
in their early phases suggest cultural identifications with Carthage in the 
minds of the people who established them and visited them. 

Over time, however, these African communities continued to rethink 
and reframe the rites conducted in these sanctuaries over time to suit their 
own changing local contexts, and these changes took them a long way from 
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8.3 A marker from an early Roman North African tophet-style 
sanctuary (second century BCE-first century CE, perhaps 
from Algeria). A sign of Tanit is flanked by caducei below a 
crescent-disk, which is morphing into a sign of Tanit itself, and 
is flanked by astral symbols. In the pediment is a 12-petaled 
rosette in a disk. The Punic inscription records a dedication to 
Baal by Gaius Julius Arish, son of Adonbaal. 


the Carthaginian model. The appearance of the markers changed drastically 
over the Imperial period, often depicting very elaborate multiregistered 
collations of symbols and images (fig. 8.4).°! By the end of the first century 
BCE, Latin inscriptions begin to be found, and they increasingly replaced 
Punic ones, just as over the first century CE, Roman Saturn was gradually 
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8.4 A marker from a late Roman North African 
tophet-style sanctuary (first-second century CE, 
perhaps from Algeria). In this elaborate scene, 

a figure wearing a tunic and mantle stands on a 
pedestal and makes an offering on an altar in a 
shrine framed by columns and a pediment. On the 
pedestal, a Latin inscription names Lucius Julius 
Urbanus; oddly, it is written right to left. Below is 
a sacrifice scene; above are agricultural scenes and 
in the pediment an especially smiley crescent-disk. 


adopted in place of Baal Hammon. This was not, it seems, a straightforward 
translation into Latin or a simple syncretism with a Roman god, since it 
involved not only a new name, but also a new epithet, a new image-type, 
and new forms of interaction with the god.” There were also changes in 
the ritual itself that appear to have aligned it more closely with standard 
Roman practice, including a greater explicit emphasis on the moment of 
sacrifice rather than on the vow or the deposition, with burials entirely 
abandoned sometime in the second century, and monumental altars or built 
temples erected in several sanctuaries by the middle of the third. Links with 
the local past were still often preserved through, for instance, the “cura- 
tion” of the earlier markers in and around the new temples.” 

This is not, then, a case of straightforward cultural resistance to Roman 
norms and customs. The confrontational impression given by the adoption 
of child sacrifice in new areas is reinforced by the explicit references at 
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Althiburos and Cirta to “the sacrifice of a human, But there is little evi- 
dence for Roman disapproval. Indeed, there is good evidence at Carthage 
itself, reborn as the flagship Roman colony in Africa, for the cults of both 
Tinnit, now called Caelestis, and Baal Hammon/Saturn.*™ Furthermore, Mat- 
thew McCarty has demonstrated that in the second century CE, the Roman 
army itself facilitated the spread of what had by then become “Saturn” cult 
in the area north of the Aurés, with legionaries, now largely recruited from 
other parts of Africa, establishing sanctuaries in a zone that had previously 
been distinctive for their absence.* The first claim that child sacrifice was 
banned in Africa is made by Tertullian in the late second century CE, and 
he seems to be referring to a specific incident in a specific place, in which 
some priests were crucified on trees at the behest of the local Roman pro- 
consul.** He dates the event rather vaguely, but says that his father’s mili- 
tary cohort was a witness to it, suggesting that it was fairly recent. 

Instead of straightforward resistance, the new tophets symbolized con- 
tinuing civic power in a very similar way across a wide region. Over time, 
the widespread adoption of the same novel ritual practices and representa- 
tions over these large areas suggests that if these communities had Carthage 
in mind, it was only in a distantly reimagined way: they were responding 
much more immediately to each other. And since the phenomenon had died 
out in the rest of the Mediterranean by the end of the Hellenistic period, the 
associations of the cult both to insiders and outsiders must over time have 
become less “Carthaginian” or “Phoenician” and more “African” 


ROMAN MAGISTRATES 


We can tell a similar story about magistracies. Civic leaders known in Punic 
as shofetim (SPTM), meaning “judges,” and transcribed into Latin as sufetes, 
are attested in a number of Levantine city-states in the eastern and west- 
ern Mediterranean in the first millennium BCE. In the west we have pre- 
Roman evidence from Carthage, where hundreds of shofetim are attested 
at the tophet from at least the fourth century, and from Gadir, Karales, 
Bithia, Sulcis, and Nora for the third century. Shofetim are also recorded in 
Hellenistic-period Sicily at Eryx, a town that is not traditionally considered 
a Phoenician settlement but hosted an important sanctuary of Ashtart and 
was often an ally of Carthage.*’ And they continued to be appointed in 
the Levantine settlements long after the Roman conquest of the territories 
concerned: at Bithia into the second or third century CE, and at Karales and 
Sulcis even after the towns became Roman municipia.* 
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8.5 Identified towns in Roman North Africa with evidence for sufetes. 


Again, however, it is in Africa that the institution really took off in the 
Roman period, attested in more than forty cities, most well beyond the 
coastal colonial zone, and with the last dated example from the reign of 
Commodus (fig. 8.5).°? The phenomenon is often interpreted as the survival 
of an older institution that only becomes visible in this period as a result 
of a more general rise in epigraphic evidence.” It has even been suggested 
that it was imposed on these towns by Carthage before its own destruc- 
tion, although we have no evidence of such impositions, and they seem 
distinctly unlikely in the case of cities as far away as Volubilis.”! 

Moreover, the evidence for African sufetes outside Carthage almost all 
dates from after 146 BCE, with the only possible exception a bilingual 
Punic/Libyan inscription erected in the city of Thugga in 139 BCE, which 
refers to the last Numidian king, Massinissa’s grandfather Zilalsan, in 
Punic as a shofet. Assuming that this was not simply an honorary title, 
we do not know where Zilalsan served. There is no reason to think that 
it was Thugga itself, where the chief civic magistrates are listed in the 
same Punic document not as SPTM but with the title MMLKT, “ruler” or 
“prince.’® By the first century CE, however, a Latin inscription does name 
a sufes in the civitas of Thugga, demonstrating that there at least this was a 
new adoption in the Roman period.” Absence of evidence is not, of course, 
evidence of absence, but while it is entirely possible that the origins of the 
African sufetate lie in Carthaginian imperial policy, it seems most judi- 
cious to adopt the working hypothesis that sufetes became more popular 
after the fall of Carthage and may not even have existed outside western 
Levantine colonies at all before that period. 

As with tophet cult, however, this is not simply a story of the African 
adoption in the Roman period of a Carthaginian norm: the institution not 
only appears in new places, but sometimes in new ways. The basic pattern 
seems to have been to appoint pairs of sufetes, imitating the arrangements 
at Carthage. But three sufetes appear at Althiburos in texts of the first cen- 
tury CE; at Mactar three sufetes also appear, but one is labeled the rab 
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ha-shofetim, the “chief of the judges”; and a sufes maior or “senior judge” is 
recorded in Latin inscriptions at Thugga and Chul.® In all these cases, we 
may be looking at the adaptation or relabeling of earlier local magistracies, 
or these may be entirely new developments. Either way, the choice made by 
these particular communities was to adopt the Punic name of an institution 
rather than the institution itself. 

And as with the tophets again, although some reference to Carthage 
is very likely to have been involved in the adoption of sufetes in these 
African cities, they respond to each other more than to the past: the towns 
of the central Maghreb adopted a common language to talk about their po- 
litical leaders. Furthermore, the double sufeteship mapped neatly onto the 
standard double magistracy of the duumvirate used in Roman municipia in 
the same period, suggesting that the adoption of the institution could also 
encompass a form of peer polity interaction with the new Roman cities and 
civic organization of Africa. This was an institution that might have seemed 
familiar to the Roman authorities, even as its foreign origins and above all 
its variability must have made it difficult to fully comprehend. 


MULTILINGUAL STRATEGIES 


A final and very obvious example of the persistence and diffusion of the 
cultural practices of Phoenician colonies is the continuing use of the Punic 
language across the western Mediterranean. Punic is found on Iberian coin- 
age into the first century BCE, and Ibizan coins into the first century CE; it 
was still spoken in Sicily in the second century and still used for Sardinian 
inscriptions in the second or even third.® As with the other phenomena I 
have discussed, however, most of the evidence comes from North Africa, 
where the language lasted much longer and spread much farther: there are 
more than seven hundred Punic language inscriptions from the region dat- 
ing from the second century BCE to the fourth century CE (fig. 8.6).°” 

It is no surprise that Punic continued to be used in the old Levantine 
settlements in Africa, featuring on the coinage of coastal cities from 
Tripolitania to the Atlantic coast of Morocco into the Tiberian period,” and 
spoken at least in Tripolitania for considerably longer: as well as the story 
of Septimius’s unfortunate sister, Apuleius tells us that his stepson at Oea 
in the second century CE “only speaks Punic apart from some words of 
Greek which come to him from his mother. As for Latin, he neither knows 
nor wants to speak it® Again, the point is not whether the story is true, 
but that it was plausible. 
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8.6 Findspots of neo-Punic inscriptions in North Africa. Use of this late script 
seems almost entirely confined to the Roman period. 


Punic had also already been adopted in the Numidian and Mauretanian 
cities and kingdoms before the destruction of Carthage, used there for 
monumental inscriptions and coin legends from the late third century BCE 
down to the end of the Hellenistic period, and the royal coinage was also 
minted on existing weight standards used in the Levantine cities, for obvi- 
ous practical reasons.” It is even possible that it was in a Numidian con- 
text that Phoenician was first used to compose literary texts. We are told 
that the Numidian king Hiempsal, who reigned in the 80s BCE, had “Punic 
books” (libri punici) that Sallust consulted on the history of Africa:” if these 
were in fact written in Punic rather than Greek,” there is no reason to 
ascribe them to Carthaginian rather than Numidian authors, or to assume 
that these are the same books from Carthage that Pliny tells us the Romans 
gave to the local kings in 146 BCE.” That episode does, however, reveal a 
Roman taste for Punic: Pliny tells us they kept back twenty-eight volumes 
by the agricultural author Mago to have them translated from Punic into 
Latin by Decimus Silanus, who Pliny says was the best at Punic among a 
number of specialists: it seems that the Punic language was not only appre- 
ciated at Rome, but reasonably familiar, a conclusion that might also follow 
from the lines of transliterated Punic that feature in Plautus’s early-second- 
century BCE comedy Poenulus (The little Phoenician).” 

Punic long survived the Numidian kingdoms in North Africa: although 
the script is not found after the second century CE, there is plenty of evi- 
dence that the language was still spoken in smaller towns and rural areas 
well into late antiquity. Out of forty-five published inscriptions from the 
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pre-desert region of Tripolitania, dating from the second to fourth centuries 
CE, just nine are actually in Latin, and thirty-four are “Latino-Punic,’ where 
the Punic language is written in Latin script.” These Latino-Punic inscrip- 
tions also demonstrate that Punic was not only the language of peasants in 
this period: they are all epitaphs on mausolea or dedications, and so erected 
by members of the rural elite.” And in late-fourth- and early-fifth-century 
Algeria, Augustine still makes frequent reference to local Punic speakers. In 
addition to Valerius’s encounter discussed in chapter 2, he tells us that the 
Circumcellions needed a Latin interpreter; that the bishop of Fussala had 
to speak Punic because the locals did not understand Latin; and, in a ser- 
mon given in his own diocese of Hippo, he quotes a proverb in Latin on the 
grounds that not all his listeners could speak Punic.” 

Punic was not only a thriving language in Roman Africa, but one that 
was still developing. Almost all Punic inscriptions outside the old Levantine 
colonies and their territory are written in the cursive neo-Punic script that 
only appears around about the time of the destruction of Carthage,” and 
over time there were marked changes in the language’s pronunciation and 
in its orthographic conventions, in particular marking more vowels.” Punic 
also came to convey new ideas and understandings: the practice discussed 
above of using toponyms rather than ethnonyms to describe cities, for in- 
stance, still found on all the late republican and early imperial coin legends 
issued by Levantine settlements in the west, did not survive the broader 
adoption of the language in Africa: people are described in later Punic in- 
scriptions not, for instance, as “citizen of Mactar, but as “citizen of the 
Mactarians.’®° 

This should not be surprising: as with the tophets and sufetes, it is un- 
likely that many of the people who now spoke Punic were descended from 
Phoenician-speaking migrants from the Levant. And while the names peo- 
ple give themselves and their children are no sure guide to origins and 
descent, they are suggestive.*! If we compare the names attested in Punic 
inscriptions in Punic and neo-Punic script—so very roughly before and 
after the destruction of Carthage—those in the first group are almost en- 
tirely Semitic (1,145 names, as opposed to 82 Libyan, 21 Greek, and 13 Latin), 
while the second includes far more Libyan names (143 Semitic, 264 Libyan, 
167 Latin, and 6 Greek).* It seems probable that these were in fact people of 
Libyan descent: while there is plenty of evidence in North Africa for families 
who originally used Phoenician and Libyan names adopting Roman ones at 
a certain point in their genealogy, the adoption in Roman Africa of Libyan 
names in place of originally Phoenician ones would be an unexpected de- 
velopment, and one for which we have no positive evidence.™ 
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Despite the expanding use of Punic in African towns, it was not the 
only or even the most widely employed language in this period. There is, of 
course, a massive amount of evidence for the adoption of Latin throughout 
North Africa, at least as an epigraphic language: there are around thirty 
thousand surviving Latin inscriptions from the region.™ Latin also seems 
to have influenced Punic to some extent, with Punic inscriptions acquiring 
more Latin formulas and vocabulary over time.® And 1,225 inscriptions in 
a variety of related Libyan dialects and scripts from right across the region 
have also been published, from as early as the fourth century BCE.* This 
language seems however to go out of use around the third century CE: 
there is no later epigraphic evidence, and no clear reference to its use in late 
antique authors. Furthermore, new evidence from statistical analyses of 
modern “Berber” languages used in the Maghreb suggests that they rarely 
relate to the dialects of these early inscriptions, but almost all descend 
from another ancestor language closely related to Tuareg, which only split 
around about the fifth century CE. This implies that a new Libyan-speaking 
population arrived around that time, probably from the Sahara, and revived 
a language that had already died out in the region.*’ 

So again, while it is certainly the case that the greater the number of 
languages in play in a region, the harder it is to bring under bureaucratic 
control, it is difficult to see the use of Punic in Africa as an uncomplicated 
expression of cultural resistance to Latin, or as an expression of a specifi- 
cally Phoenician identity, given the widespread use of at least two other 
languages as well. These different languages tended in fact to be used for 
different purposes in Africa: euergetistic benefactions were made in Latin 
from an early date; Punic was used for votive dedications and tombs; Libyan 
for tombs and royal monuments. And it is striking that while individual 
dedications in the tophet sanctuaries in central Tunisia were made vari- 
ously in Punic, Greek, and Latin, the communal offerings and dedications 
by groups of citizens mentioned above, which were made for the first time 
in this period, were always in Punic. As at Lepcis, one thing Punic easily 
represented was a civic identity. 


ROMAN AFRICA 


There is considerable overlap between the evidence for sufetes, tophets, and 
the Punic language in the cities of Roman Africa: this was a bundle of insti- 
tutions that many African communities adopted wholesale, as one aspect 
of larger and more complex local systems of linguistic, administrative, and 
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religious traditions. As a package, it was not a survival of the pre-Roman 
period, even in the self-proclaimed Levantine colonies of the Phoenician 
coast, which are in fact often less committed to the institutions involved 
than their African neighbors. At Lepcis we find sufetes and the Punic lan- 
guage, but no tophet,® while at Sabratha to the west, supposedly another 
Tyrian colony with a significant number of Punic inscriptions, there is no 
good evidence for sufetes, and the tophet established in the second century 
BCE contained only cremated animals.” This superficially traditional west- 
ern Phoenician practice was a recent development at Sabratha, one that 
it shared with local communities across North Africa rather than with its 
nearest Levantine neighbor, and even by comparison with some of those it 
was rather half-hearted. 

Nor can this phenomenon be a simple relic of Carthaginian expansion in 
Africa: the institutions are found a long way from the reach of Carthage’s 
power, even at its height, and they often appear in the surviving evidence 
not only after the fall of that city, but only once Rome began to take a real 
political and financial interest in its African territories in the first century 
BCE.” The far-off Mauretanian city of Volubilis in inland Morocco provides 
a striking example from that period: Punic funerary inscriptions commem- 
orate people with Libyan names, some labeled sufetes, and in an open-air 
sanctuary small gabled and decorated markers sit atop urns containing the 
cremated remains of birds and rodents.” 

These institutions made undeniable connections with Carthage, at least 
when they were first adopted. In the early stages of Roman imperialism in 
the region, identifications with Carthage underlined local cultural distance 
from this new power through the re-created and reimagined institutions of 
a prestigious African city that no longer presented a potential threat in it- 
self. By adopting a set of institutions closely associated with a recent enemy, 
they avoided full cultural and political assimilation with the Roman state, 
and in particular perhaps with the soldiers and colonists it sent to Africa 
in large numbers. Such arrangements would also have helped to keep the 
practicalities of Roman power at a distance, by making these African com- 
munities difficult to read, both literally and metaphorically: linguistic and 
cultural complexity, unpredictability, and code-switching helped to main- 
tain civic autonomy on the periphery of state power. 

At the same time, attempts to explain the phenomenon in terms of 
simple resistance to Rome are problematic. As at Lepcis, these Levantine 
institutions were adopted in tandem with Roman ones, they thrived and 
expanded under Roman rule, and they often appealed to Roman norms or 
enthusiasms. As Rome and its provinces merged increasingly into a single 
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system, these towns looked more to each other, developing institutions 
and practices in new directions, in a decentralized network of African civic 
communities, in parallel and no doubt in competition. In these African cit- 
ies, just as at Lepcis, the construction of identifications with past places and 
powers served contemporary, shifting social and political purposes. They 
allowed communities to communicate effectively with their own citizens, 
with each other, and with the dominant powers of the region. 

This phenomenon was not, it seems, related to Phoenician group iden- 
tity. The specific reference of these institutions was Carthage, not the 
Phoenician world more generally. Besides, they are just one aspect of com- 
plex civic cultures: even the Carthaginian identification was only partial. 
And from the outside, at least, the package must have quickly come to look 
distinctively African, as these practices died out elsewhere in the western 
Mediterranean, and the cities in question looked increasingly to each other. 
There is no doubt that peer polity interaction was a driving factor in cul- 
tural change throughout the region, and this can be seen from the architec- 
ture of Lepcis to the Volubilis tophet. 

This picture does not map easily onto modern ideas about ethnicity, 
but it does fit in with Roman conceptions of African regional identity. As 
discussed in chapter 3, the closely related Latin words poenus and puni- 
cus were used regularly from the Late Republic onward to mean not only 
“Phoenician,” but also, it seems, more generally “North African.” This usage 
did not point to shared origins or descent; it did not identify—at least at the 
beginning—a contemporary political, social, or cultural collective; and it 
was compatible with Roman rule. 

It was also a label that could be accepted by locals: in the early fifth cen- 
tury, Augustine, who was originally from Thagaste in Numidia, embraced 
the notion of being poenus against the abuse of Julian of Aeclanum, leader 
of the Pelagians, in the early fifth century. In his attacks on Augustine, Ju- 
lian regularly refers to his African background, calling him, for instance, a 
“Phoenician disputer” (poenus disputator), a “Phoenician preacher” (poenus 
tractator), a “Phoenician orator” (poenus orator), and a “Phoenician writer” 
(poenus scriptor).” It is clear that Julian does not intend by this to impute to 
Augustine a fictive Levantine descent or Carthaginian origin; elsewhere he 
calls him a “Numidian.” Instead, the use of poenus allows him to dismiss 
the African provincialism of Augustine and his works with a term that 
also evokes the deception and untrustworthiness of “Punic faith; which 
in a Christian context carried the additional implication of paganism.” 
Augustine, however, freely admits to being a Poenus, challenging only the 
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derogatory implication given the term by Julian, and claiming that the 
same label should be applied to Cyprian, the highly respected third-century 
bishop of Carthage: “Do not despise this Poenus who warns and admon- 
ishes, puffed up by your geographical origins. Just because Puglia produced 
you, don’t think that you can conquer the Poeni with your stock, when you 
cannot do so with your mind. . . . For blessed Cyprian was also a Poenus, 
who said “We must boast over nothing when nothing is ours.” 

The meaning of the word poenus in this exchange must relate to the 
region rather than an ethnicity, but it may well relate most directly to the 
language spoken there. As noted in chapter 2, when Augustine uses the al- 
ternative term punicus, it is almost always in relation to the Punic language, 
which he also describes as “African,” and to its speakers, and Julian’s accu- 
sations here also focus on Augustine’s activities as a speaker and writer. It 
makes sense to see the “North African” meaning of these terms as deriving 
from a fundamentally linguistic ancient notion of “Phoenician” if we accept 
that, as I have argued in this chapter, the Punic dialect was still in wide- 
spread use in North Africa up to late antiquity. 

African claims to “Phoenician” identity in these regional and linguistic 
rather than ethnic senses may, however, have begun much earlier. In the 
second century BCE, the Numidian King Massinissa (c. 238-158), who used 
the Punic language at court, depicted a palm frond on one of his coins, and 
in the early first century CE, Ptolemy II of Mauretania (c. 10 BCE-40 CE), 
who was descended from Numidian King Juba I, minted coins with palm 
trees throughout his reign.°° We might wonder how much the new African 
implications of the term “Phoenician” in contemporary Roman discourse 
drew on such local identifiations, as well as how much it was encouraged 
by the relatively early intertwining of African cultural traditions that we 
see in the Numidian kings’ use of the Punic language as well as in the use 
of Numidian dating systems in the tophet sanctuary at Cirta. It is also an 
intriguing fact that almost half of the new African tophet sanctuaries in the 
Roman period have markers that depict palms and palm branches (fig. 8.7).”” 
This may simply have been a well-known symbol associated with Carthage, 
like the sign of Tanit, but all in all it seems unlikely that Augustine was the 
first African to proudly call himself a “Phoenician.” 

Local identifications as “Phoenician” also survived considerably later 
than Augustine’s time, a point vividly illustrated by the reappearance of 
the palm tree and other Phoenician symbols on Carthage’s bronze coinage 
in the fifth-sixth century CE, minted in the context of the Vandal con- 
quest of the region (fig. 8.8).°° The imagery is taken from the Siculo-Punic 
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8.7 Findspots in Roman North Africa of tophet-style sanctuary markers with 
(a) freestanding palm trees and branches and (b) palm branches held by a figure. 
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8.8 This tiny bronze nummus from fifth- or sixth-century CE 
Carthage, reproduced here at 4.5x life size, has a head on the 
obverse and a palm tree on the reverse. 


coinage of almost a millennium earlier, creating a fictive colonial identity 
much more dramatic than that I have suggested for Lepcis, as it completely 
erases the destruction by Rome of its greatest foe. And as Richard Miles has 
recently demonstrated, the appearance of the palm on this coinage reflects 
a host of other references to Phoenician Carthage, to Dido, and even to 
being Tyrian in contemporary writings by Romano-African authors.” This 
all fits in perfectly with the pattern established in this chapter: once again 
the distant memory of Carthage and its “Phoenician” networks provided 
cultural assistance in the face of a new regional power dynamic. This was 
by no means the last time this happened, and in my final chapter, I will take 
the story into the modern period. 


CHAPTER 9 


LSD 


2 
Phoenician Islands 


A thousand years later, we are at a dinner party in the village of Sturry, near 
Canterbury in Kent. The event takes place at the summer lodgings of John 
Foche, the last abbot of St. Augustine’s of Canterbury before the dissolution 
of that monastery by Henry VIII in 1538. As well as Foche himself, the com- 
pany include the abbey’s later prior, John Dygon; the dean of Canterbury, 
Nicholas Wotton, who would later arrange Henry’s marriage to Anne of 
Cleves; and a young man called John Twyne, who became a schoolmas- 
ter, mayor of Canterbury, and the local member of Parliament. Dygon and 
Wotton have just returned from escorting the Spanish humanist scholar 
Juan Luis Vives from Louvain to Oxford; if this was the journey Vives is 
known to have made to take up a lectureship at Corpus Christi College, 
Oxford, we are in the summer of 1524.! 

John Twyne (c. 1505-81) is the man to whom we owe our account of the 
event: his Two Books of Commentaries on the Affairs of the Albions, Britons 
and Angles (De Rebus Albionicis, Britannicis, atque Anglis Commentariorum 
libri duo), written in Latin and published posthumously by his son Thomas 
in 1590, are a record of the dinner conversation, presumably at least partly 
fictionalized. The commentary concerned is largely that of Foche alone: 
dinner starts at lunchtime, but the discussion goes on long into the warm 
evening as the abbot regales his patient, even indulgent, guests with his 
views on the history of nostra Britannia, “our Britain,’ whose inhabitants he 
describes as a single gens or people.’ 

Foche attacks in particular certain fantasies peddled by Geoffrey of Mon- 
mouth in the 1130s that had recently come back into fashion. Geoffrey had 
traced the history of the kings of Britain—the Historia Regum Britanniae, 
as the work is usually known—from Brutus the Trojan, great-grandson of 
Aeneas, including the first detailed account of the exploits of King Arthur. 
He claimed to work from a “very old book” (vetustissimus liber), written 
in Welsh and unavailable for consultation by later scholars. The abbot dis- 
misses Geoffrey’s ridiculous story of Trojan origins to conclude instead, on 
the rational and scientific grounds appropriate to Renaissance humanism, 
that Britain was in fact first settled by Albion, the son of the god Neptune, 


Phoenician Islands +» 177 


and the ancestor of a race of cave-dwelling giants.* Foche has many other 
strongly held opinions, some of them correct, such as his insistence that 
Britain had once been a peninsula of the European continent.’ But he also 
suggests, rather tentatively at first and then with increasing confidence, 
that after Albion’s arrival and the subsequent separation of Britain from 
France, the first foreigners to reach the island were the Phoenicians.° 

Twyne’s (and perhaps Foche’s) interest in the Phoenicians can be ex- 
plained as part of a more general fascination with the texts and peoples of 
the classical world in this period. But what is striking here is the sugges- 
tion of a Phoenician strand in British history and identity. Phoenicianism 
in medieval and modern rhetoric has been discussed before, of course, but 
usually in relation to specific periods or authors, or in countries such as 
Spain, that have unarguable evidence for ancient Levantine settlement.’ In 
this final chapter, I take by contrast the example of Phoenicianism in the 
north Atlantic islands, where the only evidence for any form of contact 
with Phoenician-speakers at all is a single graffito on a tile excavated at 
Holt in Wales, recording in Punic script the name of one “Macrinus’—no 
doubt a first- or second-century CE African-born solder in Rome’s Twen- 
tieth Legion that was based at nearby Chester and maintained a pottery 
at Holt.* Given the complete lack of literary or material evidence for 
Phoenician settlement in Britain or Ireland, I want to explore the role of 
fictive Phoenicians in developing national consciousness on those islands 
from the sixteenth to nineteenth centuries. 

In Britain, the idea of being Phoenician, literally or metaphorically, ap- 
pealed to a series of intellectuals as they contributed to the project of devel- 
oping a national identity that was increasingly formulated in opposition to 
other nations such as “Roman” France. In Ireland, where the idea of literal 
Phoenician descent became considerably more popular than it ever was in 
England, this ancestral identity was a weapon against English cultural and 
political imperialism: on this model, savage Rome was once again brutalizing 
the civilized Phoenician race. In both cases, Phoenicianism was developed 
and discussed by intellectuals in the service of national and imperial po- 
litical interests: as in the ancient world, “being Phoenician” was an identity 
imposed on subjects, not chosen by citizens. Both are also examples of the 
bridges between the Phoenician and Punic games of the Roman Empire and 
more modern constructions of the Phoenicians as a nation in themselves. 

My reading of this material as nationalist may seem surprising: na- 
tionalism is widely seen as an eighteenth- or even nineteenth-century 
phenomenon, a product of (among other things) industrialization, mass 
communications and the revolutions in France and the United States, 
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reaching its height with the political unification of Germany and Italy.’ 
That is the era of nation-states that I discussed in chapter 1, but the lan- 
guage of the “nation” itself, as well as the idea of national character and of 
personal attachments to particular nations, goes back to medieval times in 
Europe." In the early modern period, an evolving sense of European “na- 
tions” as natural communities with a right to some level of self-government 
developed alongside widening horizons of power and culture, encompass- 
ing the rise of vernacular languages at the expense of Latin and the inven- 
tion of the printing press in the fifteenth century, both of which allowed 
much swifter communication of information and ideas to a much larger 
group of people, as well as the sixteenth-century break with Rome as the 
ultimate political as well as religious power." This was the period in which 
kings began gradually to make states out of their subjects, eliminating the 
influence of the church above them and of the aristocracy below them, a 
process that culminated in the standing armies and state taxation of the 
seventeenth century. Supposedly preexisting “nations” were of course at- 
tractive to these new rulers, giving their nascent states history, legitimacy, 
and a ready-made territory. 

At the same time, the similarity of the experiences that emerging 
European nations went through in the medieval and early modern peri- 
ods makes it unsurprising that although ethnic stereotyping, hostility, and 
even ideas of genocide can be found in contemporary sources, nationalism 
as practiced in that era was more positional than oppositional.” National 
identities and allegiances tended not to be exclusive, and one common in- 
gredient in early conceptions of European nationes was the notion of their 
shared descent, either from the heroes of classical myth or, more respect- 
ably, the sons of Noah.” As early as the mid-ninth century, Trojan origins 
were attributed to both the Franks and the Britons," but over the following 
centuries it was the Table of the Nations as laid out in chapter 10 of the Book 
of Genesis and then expanded upon by Greek and Latin authors that pro- 
vided a road map for scholars to trace the connections between their own 
developing nations. As Colin Kidd puts it, “Within the Mosaic scheme, dif- 
ference mattered less than degrees of consanguinity among a world of na- 
tions descended from Noah.” Europeans were happy to accept Josephus’s 
claim that the European peoples descended from Noah’s son Japheth rather 
than his brothers, the Semite Shem or the cursed Ham, and made their own 
amendments as necessary: the Swedes, for instance, considered themselves 
the descendants of Japheth through his son Magog and then Gotar, the 
father of the Goths.'® This is the context in which Twyne introduces the 
Phoenicians to British history, though by a different route. 
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BABYLON TO BRITAIN 


Twyne’s work was a typical example of elite and scholarly nationalism 
in the sixteenth century: the small octavo format with its 162 pages of 
dense Latin print, the long list of sources, ancient and modern, at the be- 
ginning of the book, the conceit of the dinner party conversation and its 
Socratic style, the in-jokes and name-dropping in relation to fashionable 
intellectuals and their Oxford colleges. The role played by court scholars 
has been one of the central themes of recent scholarship on the discourse 
of nations in the medieval and early modern periods: early nationalism 
was very much a project of intellectual elites,’’ and this is a book by a 
scholar for other scholars, a work of erudite speculation for the secretaries 
and counselors of the Tudor nobility to chew over while waiting on their 
lords.* Accordingly, it participates in an elite and cosmopolitan discourse 
about the nation: in his dismissal of Geoffrey of Monmouth, Twyne fol- 
lows the Italian scholar and Tudor court favorite Polydore Vergil, as well 
as other Continental humanists,’’ and he emphasizes in a similar spirit the 
evidence of the classical sources over British historical writing. “Where 
does Caesar mention Priam?” asks the abbot, and “Where is there a single 
word about Brutus?” noting that Caesar of all people would scarcely have 
omitted to mention such a glorious ancestor in his commentaries on his 
British campaigns.” He adds a quotation from Virgil to prove his point and 
tops this a page later with an appeal to Servius’s late antique commentary 
on the Aeneid for a detail of Trojan diaspora history.” 

The seed of Twyne’s Phoenician hypothesis, however, is not directly 
taken from classical texts, which provided all the information then available 
on the Phoenicians. Instead, the abbot first suggests that the Phoenicians 
colonized Cornwall on the basis of a set of remarks about the Phoenicians’ 
mining activities in Iberia by Juan Luis Vives in his recent commentary 
on Augustine’s City of God, “which when you read it, friends, surely the 
thought springs to mind that the same thing could at some point have hap- 
pened in Britain, on account of course of the metals in which Cornubia, 
vulgarly called Cornwallia, abounds?”” This does not look like an open and 
shut case, but Foche goes on to explain that these Phoenicians might in 
fact have occupied a good part of the island, importing among other things 
the eastern rites of the druids to Britain,” and he lists various words and 
customs that seem to betray their influence. This theory would explain, for 
instance, the famous British custom of painting one’s body with woad, as 
an attempt by the faded descendants of the Phoenicians to regain some of 
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their original color. There is also the evidence of the “Punic dress” still 
worn by some women in Wales, as well as that land’s “Punic huts,’ not to 
mention the fact that the Welsh word Caer means “town” or “city; which 
must derive from Phoenician, since the third-century CE historian Solinus 
reports (correctly) that “Carthage” (Carthago or Carthada) means “the new 
city” (in fact, Qarthadasht).*% And from where could the custom of men 
wearing a moustache have come if not the Babylonians?” 

This last point is relevant because, as Twyne explains, the Phoenicians 
originated in Babylonia, before migrating to a variety of other venerable 
ancient lands, including Egypt, Ethiopia, Syria, Greece, Spain, and finally 
Albion.”” Twyne is, of course, much less interested in the precise nature and 
status of the Phoenicians than in their British descendants, and in describ- 
ing the former he largely reproduces the fragmentary associations found in 
ancient texts: “The Phoenicians are said to be merchants; the Phoenicians [are 
said to be] red, that is, tinted with colour. The Phoeniciansare held to be deceit- 
ful and cunning, and this is the origin of the proverbial phrases ‘Phoenician 
treaties’ and ‘Phoenician ways.” He does not call the Phoenicians a natio 
or even a gens, nor does he represent them in other ways as a distinct group 
related by descent, geography, or culture. With their varied origins and close 
relations to other places and people, Twyne’s Phoenicians fit in comfort- 
ably with inclusive contemporary concepts of European nations as related 
groups of peoples, supporting a version of British nationalism that was not 
premised on exclusive ethnicity or on difference from others: the Phoeni- 
cians came from many places and colonized many countries, and to have 
them as an element of your ancestry was to be like the other evolving na- 
tions of Europe, not to be different from them. 

Why introduce Phoenicians into the story of the British nation at all? 
Twyne’s Commentaries respond to a specific problem in contemporary his- 
toriography. There was undoubtedly an intense scholarly interest in the 
origins of the nation in the Tudor period, alongside a fledgling antiquarian 
tradition, helped by the archival and archaeological research opportunities 
offered by the dissolution of the monasteries.” But was the Tudor nation 
English or British? Politically, the situation was ambiguous: although the 
kings of England had conquered Ireland in the twelfth century and Wales in 
the thirteenth, Scotland would still be a separate kingdom until the Union 
of the Crowns in 1603, and the formal creation of the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain only took place in 1707. Separate “English” and “British” his- 
torical traditions had flourished in the Middle Ages: the English narrative, 
exemplified by the eighth-century work of the Venerable Bede, focused on 
England and its Saxon kings, while the British tradition, championed by 
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the ninth-century Historia Brittonum and then by Geoffrey of Monmouth, 
centered on King Arthur, who had supposedly (and temporarily) defeated 
the island’s Saxon conquerors. 

Cultural historians have tended to focus on the construction of 
Englishness and a specifically English past in the early modern era, with 
“British” identity understood as a largely eighteenth-century development, 
building on the prior cultural consolidation of component Welsh, Scottish, 
and Irish, as well as English identities, and on the recent political union of 
these regions. As a result, “Britishness” is still often seen as a less primi- 
tive and therefore better identity than, for example, Scottishness; or alter- 
natively, Scottishness is seen as an earlier and therefore more authentic 
identity than Britishness.** But a “British” past was also embraced in the 
Tudor period: although the mythical Trojan origins of Britain had largely 
been discounted by 1450, and there was considerable skepticism about King 
Arthur, both traditions found a new lease of life in the sixteenth century.” 
By this time, the break with Rome provided another reason for distance 
from the Anglo-Saxons, who had presided over the importation of the 
Roman Catholic religion to Britain by St. Augustine of Canterbury; recusant 
Catholics still championed the “English” version of history, but the newly 
minted Anglicans needed older roots.” Moreover, the Tudors themselves 
originally came from Wales and were pleased to claim the British King Ar- 
thur as an appropriate royal ancestor: in 1486, Henry VII named his oldest 
son Arthur, and John Leland, Henry VIII's official antiquarius, published a 
trenchant defense of the Arthur legend in 1544.% Additionally, the myth of 
“British” origins suited the imperial ambition of the nascent Tudor state, 
justifying the “rough wooing” of less powerful kingdoms into the union 
that was often called in the sixteenth century “the empire of Great Britain, 
making an old and unified logic of this unequal set of relationships.™ 

In this context, Twyne’s move to trump Geoffrey of Monmouth’s Brutus 
with the Phoenicians is ingenious. It provides a new national foundation 
legend for new kings (whether or not they sought one), and a new past 
for the whole island of Britain, with a particular emphasis on Wales.” It 
also features credible and creditable protagonists, much better suited to the 
“New Learning” of the period and the evolving nation-state of Britain than 
descent from an “unknown and obscure refugee” from Troy,” and they are 
presented as a people of varied origins who could reflect the complex and 
multilayered local identities in the consolidating Union of the various Brit- 
ish kingdoms. This is not to suggest that the Commentaries were a straight- 
forward contribution to regime propaganda: Twyne, whose politics were 
considered somewhat suspect in real life, may have had good reason to 
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arrange for posthumous publication.*’ Instead, like Heliodorus’s sphragis, 
this is intellectual game-playing, rearranging and replacing the pieces on 
the board to suit the new realities of power. 


PHOENICIANS AGAINST FRANCE 


Twyne’s book “was a major work of history, read by Verstegan, Speed and 
Camden in the seventeenth century,”* but his Phoenician proposal did not 
catch on. In the seventeenth century, Britain was more often seen as “a new 
Rome in the West,” as Milton put it in 1660, and it was instead the Dutch 
Republic, Britain’s great competitor for control of international trade, that 
was popularly associated with Phoenician Carthage. The Anglo-Dutch 
conflicts of 1652-74 were known as “Punic” wars, and Rome’s defeat of 
Carthage’s navy was a particular rallying call: in 1673, the Earl of Shaftes- 
bury declared in Parliament that Delenda est Carthago, “Carthage must be 
destroyed,” and in the same year, Dryden’s epilogue to his play Amboyna 
extended the point: 


With an ill grace the Dutch their mischiefs do 
They’ve both ill-nature and ill-manners too. 

Well may they boast themselves an ancient nation 
For they were bred ere manners were in fashion 
And their new commonwealth has set them free, 
Only from honour and civility... 

As Cato did his Afric fruits display 

So we before your eyes their Indies lay: 

All loyal English will, like him, conclude, 

Let Czesar live, and Carthage be subdued!" 


By the mid-1670s, however, the Dutch star was in decline, and it was 
the French who presented the greatest threat to British interests, as well as 
competition for the title of new Romans. It was in this context that in 1676 
a lawyer named Aylett Sammes published another book-length attempt to 
establish Phoenician national origins: Britannia antiqua illustrata, or, The An- 
tiquities of Ancient Britain, Derived from the Phoenicians, a history of Britain 
from the first settlers to the Saxon invasion. Little is known about Sammes (c. 
1636-79), but unlike Twyne’s dense little pocketbook, his is a large folio pub- 
lication, with detailed maps and illustrations, dedicated to the Lord Chancel- 
lor, and written in English for “the Nobility and Gentry”—a work to consult, 
and more important, display at home.” 
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9.1 Map of Europe from Aylett Sammes, Britannia antiqua illustrata (1676), 
depicting the migrations of the Phoenicians and the Cimbri. 


According to Sammes, Britons have two sets of ancestors: northern 
Britain was first settled by the German Cimbri, while the Phoenicians set- 
tled in the Isles of Scilly, in Cornwall, and in Devon, mining tin and trading 
it down to the Mediterranean (fig. 9.1). As a result, “Not only the name of 
Britain itself, but of most places therein of ancient denomination are purely 
derived from the Phoenician Tongue, and... the Language itself for the 
most part, as well as the Customs, Religions, Idols, Offices, Dignities of the 
Ancient Britains are all clearly Phoenician, as likewise their instruments 
of war?” 

Like Twyne, Sammes is dismissive of the story of Brutus and the “British 
histories, because their credit in the World is but small” as opposed to “the 
Authority of Greek and Roman authors,‘ but unlike Twyne he actually 
makes direct use of classical sources to construct his Phoenician hypoth- 
esis. He first identifies the Isles of Scilly with the Cassiterides, the an- 
cient “tin islands” that Strabo tells us were exploited and kept secret by 
the Phoenicians to protect the sources of their trade, then suggests that 
this Greek name for the islands was a translation of an earlier, unattested 
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Phoenician name, Bratanac, which he would translate as “A Country, or 
Field of Tynn; and finally argues that this name was eventually transferred 
to the larger island.** Further evidence for Phoenician settlement in Britain 
includes a long list of etymologies for British toponyms and other words 
from Phoenician names and places, including the name of Cornwall and 
the word for beer, as well as another survey of the survivals of Phoenician 
customs and institutions.” 

Stonehenge is one of the more surprisingly Phoenician sites revealed 
by Sammes’s investigation. Having pointed out that Gerald of Wales and 
other British authors said that the structure was built by giants with stones 
brought from Africa, he continues, “... to separate Truth from a Fable, and 
to find out an Ancient Tradition, wrapt up in ignorant and idle Tales; Why 
may not these Giants, so often mentioned, upon this, and other occasions, 
be the Phoenicians, as we have proved on other occasions, and the Art of 
erecting these Stones, instead of the STONES themselves, brought from the 
farthermost parts of Africa, the known habitations of the Phoenicians?”” 

Another thing that comes out in the lengthy discussion of Stonehenge is 
that, as in Twyne’s work, Sammes’s Phoenicians are still a vaguely defined 
group, and Sammes himself had a rather open conception of ancient “na- 
tions”: although Twyne’s interest in the mixed ancestry of the Phoenicians 
themselves is not a feature of Sammes’s argument, the latter does see them 
as the ancestors of a variety of other peoples.” So although one surprising 
objection that he suggests could be made to his theory of Stonehenge’s 
Phoenician origins is “That the Structure seemeth of Tuscan order, and so 
purely Italian,” he reassures his readers “that the Tuscans were (as Gro- 
tius, and others prove) of Tyrian Original, and in all probability brought 
with them (from Phoenicia into Italy) that order of building” 

An additional complication then arises, however, from the opinion of 
the monument’s restorer, as reported by Sammes, that “in all his Travels, 
through Italy and other Countries, he found no Structure of like Order 
exactly with this, insomuch that he admires it for its Rarity, and especial 
difference from all others, it being properly a mixture of the Tuscan and 
Ionick Order.’ This too is swiftly dealt with: “[T]hat the Jonians were im- 
mediately derived from a Colony of the Phoenicians, Herodotus especially, 
and all Authors with him agree, so that seeing this Stone-henge is esteemed 
in this Age a mixt Building of Tuscan and Ionic Order, both Phoenician Na- 
tions, why may not it be accounted a Work of the Ancient Phoenicians?” 

Although such creative detail is his own, Sammes openly borrows his 
basic argument about the Phoenicians from Samuel Bochart’s Geographia 
sacra (1646), discussed in chapter 1.*' This book had not only established 
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the possibility of reconstructing their language on the basis of Hebrew 
and other closely related tongues, but had also addressed among many 
other things the related questions of the Phoenicians’ colonial activities in 
France, whether they reached America (concluding that it was unlikely), 
and whether they settled in Britain, Ireland, and the Tin Islands (conclud- 
ing, in part on the basis of what Bochart saw as the similarities between 
Hebrew and Welsh, that they did). Bochart, however, was writing not the 
history of a nation, but a geography of the Phoenicians, in which only 
two short chapters (41-42) are devoted to his own Gaul, scarcely longer 
between them than that on the British Isles (39). In none of these is he at all 
interested in the modern nations, but simply in the evidence for Phoenician 
activity in the past. 

What is new in Sammes’s book is the nationalist use to which he puts 
Bochart’s ideas in a work that constantly celebrates the “Nation” of Britain, 
“the most Renowned Island of the whole World,’ with its “temperate and 
blessed Clymate.””’ This motivation for the work is made clear right from 
the start: the book showcases Britain as a “a Nation great in its Infancy, 
and like Hercules (one of its first discoverers) deserving a History even in 
its Cradle’? And what is particularly interesting for our purposes is that, 
unlike Twyne, he also calls the Phoenicians themselves a “Nation” and even 
a “State” although he gives no substantial description of them as such, and 
“Nation” at least seems here simply to be a translation of Bochart’s gens, 
or “people.” 

Sammes’s work also offered a way to think through the ongoing consoli- 
dation of England, Scotland, and Ireland in the seventeenth century, and to 
reconcile the hierarchies it created.” In particular, although he asserts that 
“Nature has set BRITAIN such distinct Bounds and Limits, that its Empire 
is preserved entire,’ Sammes is sensitive to the differences that remain be- 
tween the kingdoms, and alert to the hierarchy between “Britannia Major, 
as ENGLAND, and Minor, as SCOTLAND, England being the Greater (and of 
more particular concern to our present discourse).’* His theory that differ- 
ent parts of Britain were colonized by different peoples explains not only 
their differences, but also the advantages of combination, as well as em- 
phasizing a distinctly racial element in British nationalism: after explaining 
the somatic distinction between the “sturdier, bigger made” northerners, 
descended from the Cimbri, and the southern or Phoenician “men of neater 
strength, and more compact Limbs,” he concludes that “Divers Languages, 
Customes, and Usages .. . are not contrary one to the other, but by the mix- 
ture of the Gentry, and the happy union of this Nation under one Monarch, 
do meet together in the making up of the best compacted Kingdom in the 
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World.’*’ Sammes also takes up Bochart’s suggestion that the Phoenicians 
reached Ireland, uniting the two islands in a convenient fiction during the 
uneasy peace between them in the years after the Restoration of 1660.** 

In this narrow sense, Sammes’s version of the Phoenician hypothesis still 
supports an inclusive, if unequal, interpretation of British nationalism. How- 
ever, in a period during which “a rural and agrarian English society trans- 
formed its government in a mercantile and maritime direction under the 
extreme pressure of war””’ and was consolidating its imperial possessions at 
home and in the New World, Sammes distinguishes the British nation-empire 
much more strongly from other European nations than had Twyne. In particu- 
lar, and despite his open reliance on Bochart, Sammes is decidedly anti-French. 

A major theme in the work is that Britain was not, as Camden had ar- 
gued in his Britannia, founded from ancient Gaul: for Sammes, the simi- 
larities between the customs of the ancient Britons and Gauls are to be 
explained not through kinship but “from their joynt Commerce with the 
Phoenicians?” Britain had always been an island and not, as Camden (and 
before him Twyne) had claimed, a peninsula of northern Europe: “if this 
Isthmus were admitted, then it would seem beyond dispute that the Gauls 
peopled this Nation, which... can not be imagined. It seems more glorious 
for this excellent part of the Earth to have been always a distinct Nation by 
itself, than to be a dependent member of the Territory to which it hath often 
given Laws.”® Although the rhetoric here is somewhat hesitant, the nation 
of Britannia is presented as an independent law-making polity, and one in 
the same sort of natural hierarchy to France as England is to Scotland. 

Sammes takes one more new direction, in that his association of the British 
and the Phoenicians is implicitly based on comparison as well as direct con- 
tact and kinship. He puts huge emphasis on the fact that the Phoenicians 
were “great Traders and skilful Mariners, and sent out their Colonies through 
the World? but he also emphasizes the parallel qualities of modern Britain 
as a trading and colonial power—what David Armitage has described as the 
self-conception of the British Empire in this period as at once “Protestant, 
commercial, maritime and free.’®? Sammes’s work itself does not seem to have 
been very successful—there is at least no evidence for reprints—but his com- 
parison between the Phoenicians and the British was to prove enduring. 


COMPARATIVE PHOENICIANISM 


As the hypothesis of direct British descent from the Phoenicians became 
increasingly hard to maintain in the light of developments in the study of 
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archaeology, linguistics, and classical literature, it was increasingly con- 
fined to the work of local antiquarians, with correspondingly local alle- 
giances and ambitions. In 1700, for instance, Charles Leigh’s The Natural 
History of Lancashire, Cheshire and the Peak in Derbyshire, with an Account 
of the British, Phoenician, Armenian, Greek and Roman Antiquities in Those 
Parts described how the Phoenicians settled Lancashire, and in particular 
Preston, successors there to the giants,“* and William Stukeley’s books 
on Stonehenge (1740) and Avebury (1743) followed Twyne in making the 
Phoenicians the importers of druidism, his own particular enthusiasm.® 

Claims of Phoenician settlement remained common in Cornwall well 
into the nineteenth century: as Timothy Champion has explained, the com- 
ing of the railways and the opening of the Royal Albert Bridge across the 
Tamar in 1859, at a time when the Cornish language had basically died out, 
meant that “the problem of defining a distinct Cornish identity became 
more pressing... . the Phoenician heritage was part of the strategy through 
which Cornwall sought to resist incorporation into the national unity of an 
Anglo-Saxon England.’ 

Even in Cornwall, however, this was a matter for debate. In the October 
1866 issue of the Journal of the Royal Institution of Cornwall, amid re- 
ports on local rainfall, pilchards and the land tortoise, the Reverend John 
Bannister contributed an article on “Nomenclature,” in which he accepts 
that “Melcarth was the original discoverer of Britain, and the first exporter 
of tin from our country; and that he was deified by his grateful country- 
men for the benefits he conferred on them,” but he is not convinced that 
the Phoenician term qart (city) of Melqart is behind the Cornish roots Caer 
and Car, or that place names such as Bal-dhu “be derived from the Phoe- 
nician God, Baal,” as suggested by the Reverend S. Lysons: “I prefer the 
simplest rendering, Black Mine” More skeptically, Mr. Edward Smirke, the 
president of the Royal Institution and vice-warden of the Stannarie (tin 
mines), considers whether some “gold gorgets or lunettes found near Pad- 
stow” were of local manufacture or foreign import, and concludes that the 
“glyptic and plastic arts” of the Tyrian and Sidonian traders are only one 
possible source for them: “I well know the favour which this tradition of 
Phoenician intercourse finds in the Cornubian mind. It is treated as a sort 
of Palladium or idol, any attempt to displace which by sceptical heretics 
will be received with marked resentment. But we must not forget that the 
interest in this question is not to be limited to Cornwall, or to Ireland; for 
I have shown that other, even Scandinavian, regions can shew ornaments 
of a like general character, where the influence of Phoenician traffic is not 
so satisfactorily established as (we flatter ourselves) it has been in South 
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Damnonia.’ The relatively simply decorated examples under discussion are, 
he concludes, “the work of early British or Irish art.’** Nonetheless, even in 
1906, the president of the Royal Institution of Cornwall, Howard Fox, could 
claim that the art of clotting cream was “introduced to us by these naviga- 
tors from Syria.’” 

Outside Cornwall, the preferred mode of association with the Phoenicians 
in the eighteenth century was comparative. This represents a new stage 
in intellectual nationalism, less focused on England, Scotland, and Ireland 
than on the new empire that had been evolving abroad since the East India 
Company’s first charter in 1600 and the first English settlements in North 
America in 1607. With the domestic imperial project accomplished, estab- 
lishing the ancient origins of Britain itself was no longer so important, 
and interest shifted to glorifying British commercial and colonial activity 
abroad by highlighting its ancient models. And with the “Roman” French 
now the main military horizon, rather than the “Carthaginian” Dutch, it 
was not only possible but desirable to compare Britons directly to Rome’s 
great enemy.” This Carthaginian comparison was attractive for two further 
reasons: one was the parallel it provided for the new British colonies in 
North America, and the other was the focus of the evolving overseas British 
Empire on trade, along with the significant role played by the British navy 
in protecting that trade, a situation that coincided with contemporary un- 
derstandings of Carthaginian imperialism as based on commerce.” 

Daniel Defoe’s General History of Discoveries and Improvements, in Useful 
Arts, Particularly in the Great Branches of Commerce, Navigation and Planta- 
tion in All Parts of the Known World, printed in installments over 1725-26, 
was a long account of world history in which the commercial, scientific, and 
colonial achievements of the Phoenicians and Carthaginians play a starring 
role, followed by a stern account of the damage done to innovation and 
progress by the Romans “having but little Genius to Trade, and but few Mer- 
chants among them.” For Defoe, the Phoenicians “were not only the Pa- 
trons of Commerce, and set Trade first on Foot in the World; but they were, 
at least, encouragers, (if not the originals) of Arts and Sciences, and the first 
spreaders of universal Knowledge in the World. In that respect, “it will 
appear then that the Phoenicians were the Englishmen of that Age.’” This 
parallel applies to colonial activity as well, and Defoe informs us not only 
that the great explorer and early champion of the plantation of Virginia, 
Sir Walter Raleigh, was called “the English Hanno,” but also that the Car- 
thaginians had already reached and colonized America, as shown by “the 
Similitude of Manners and Customs, between the Carthaginians and the 
Americans . . . particularly, many of their idolatrous Customs, Sacrificings, 
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Conjurings, and other barbarous usages in the Worship of their Gods.”” Pre- 
sumably, he did not see exact parallels with the English in these particulars. 

This new, comparative association of the British with the Carthaginians 
could also, unlike the earlier notions of shared genealogy, be highly op- 
positional. The most striking example in the eighteenth century is Edward 
Wortley Montagu’s Reflections on the Rise and Fall of the Antient Republicks 
Adapted to the Present State of Great Britain, first published in 1759, when 
the country was at war with France.” Despite its lack of scholarly depth— 
Polybius is more or less the only ancient source cited in the chapter on 
Carthage—the work went through four editions by 1778. Montagu’s sights 
are set on Rome, which is to say France: “Of all the free states whose mem- 
ory is preserved to us in history, Carthage bears the nearest resemblance 
to Britain, both in her commerce, opulence, sovereignty of the sea, and her 
method of carrying on her land-wars by foreign mercenaries. If to these we 
add the vicinity of the Carthaginians to the Romans, the most formidable 
and most rapacious people at that time in Europe, and the specific differ- 
ence, as I may term it, of the respective military force of each nation, the 
situation of Carthage with respect to Rome, seems greatly analogous to 
that of Britain with respect to France, at least for this last century.’” For 
Montagu, the Carthaginians are both commercial and colonial, like Britons, 
but Britain should learn from the failures of Carthage.” The key to success 
is to exploit nationalist enthusiasm: Carthage relied too much on merce- 
naries, “strangers to that heart-felt affection, that enthusiastic love of their 
country, which warms the heart of free citizens, and fires them with the 
glorious emulation of fighting to the last drop of blood in defence of their 


common mother.” 


THE DECLINE OF THE CARTHAGINIAN EMPIRE 


Occasional identifications with Carthage were still made in the early years 
of the nineteenth century, but that particular comparison had become more 
negative again since it had been enthusiastically adopted by the French as 
a way to emphasize the untrustworthiness of the British, to the extent that 
in 1798, in the Conseil des Cing Cents, Paul Gauran, the deputy from Gers, 
ended a speech advocating war on the British government in the tradition 
of the “inflexible” Cato: “Que Carthage soit détruite!”® The unflattering par- 
allel spread across the Atlantic, with Thomas Jefferson hesitating to make 
common cause with Britain against Napoleon in 1810 because of the “Punica 
fides of modern Carthage,’ a “nation of merchants.”*! The ambivalence of the 
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metaphor even in early-nineteenth-century England is vividly illustrated in 
the art of Joseph Mallord William Turner. 

In the second decade of the nineteenth century, Turner painted Carthage 
three times in four years. In 1814, he exhibited Dido and Aeneas: The Morn- 
ing of the Chase, depicting the Phoenician queen and the Trojan prince on 
the heights above Carthage, with the magnificent new town laid out before 
them. A year later, in the immediate aftermath of the collapse of Napo- 
leon’s regime, Dido Building Carthage; or the Rise of the Carthaginian Em- 
pire brought the queen and the viewer down into the heart of the city. She is 
depicted striding alongside the shore of the natural harbor, lit from behind 
by a bright sun, directing the activities as new buildings rise around her. At 
her feet a group of children play with toy boats. Finally, in The Decline of the 
Carthaginian Empire, exhibited at the Royal Academy in 1817, Carthage it- 
self takes center stage: the same view down what is now an artificial harbor 
to the sea, past a series of sumptuous buildings and idle citizens, lit from a 
stormy sky by the setting sun, highlights how much has changed. Between 
the three paintings, the sun rises and sets on a great state.” 

The full title of the final work, is The Decline of the Carthaginian Empire— 
Rome Being Determined on the Overthrow of Her Hated Rival, Demanded of 
Her Such Terms as Might Either Force Her into War, or Ruin Her by Compli- 
ance: The Enervated Carthaginians, in Their Anxiety for Peace, Consented to 
Give Up Even Their Arms and Their Children. The reference to contemporary 
France, where Napoleon’s regime had collapsed after the Battle of Waterloo 
in 1815, is inescapable and harks back to Turner’s 1812 depiction of Hannibal 
and His Army Crossing the Alps, as Napoleon had done in 1800 on his way to 
defeat the Austrians at the Battle of Marengo.* But that’s not all there is to 
it: like Scipio’s tears over Carthage, Turner’s reflection on the fall of France 
puts the focus firmly on Britain, a country exhausted by victory. The finan- 
cial costs of the Napoleonic wars had been enormous, and the government 
now faced the equally large social problems of demobilizing a huge army. 
The tensions caused by hunger and unemployment led to a new strand of 
radical politics and to tensions that would culminate in 1819 in the “Peter- 
loo massacre” of protestors in Manchester. And the dangers illustrated in 
Turner’s image of the ancient city were close to home: luxury, decadence, 
aggrandizing architecture, but above all the water, washing up through the 
scene as a slow-moving, inexorable force of invasion. There are no defenses 
against it, no sea wall as we now know Carthage really had. It isn’t Rome 
that destroys Turner’s Carthage, it is Carthage’s own success—and the sea. 

Despite the problems increasingly associated with Carthage, however, 
the more general parallel with the Phoenicians as traders and colonists 
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reached its peak of popularity in the nineteenth century, as the revived 
British Empire reached its greatest extent, fueling the Industrial Revolution.” 
Timothy Champion has discussed at length how the Phoenicians’ “reputa- 
tion for manufactured goods, especially metalwork and textiles, matched 
the role played by Birmingham and Manchester in Britain’s industrial 
might, and their reputation as sailors paralleled England’s claim to be 
the dominant maritime power of the century.’® The comparison was now 
firmly with the English rather than the British, as contemporary nationalist 
ideology had come to emphasize the primitive nature of the ancient Britons 
(now the Irish, Scots, and Welsh) and the crucial role played by foreign im- 
migrants in constructing a nation capable of such enormous commercial 
and imperial success.* 

The switch to a comparative approach meant that Phoenicianism could 
now contradict the very “British” nationalism that had created it: on this 
new model, the Phoenicians were not the literal ancestors of the ancient 
Britons but the spiritual precursor of the Anglo-Saxons. For Champion, 
this phase of English Phoenicianism is captured by the fresco painted by 
Frederic Leighton in 1894-95, Phoenicians Bartering with Ancient Britons 
(fig. 9.2). On the right, four Phoenician traders in fine clothes and distinc- 
tive caps show off their sumptuous purple cloth and other luxury com- 
modities; on the left, four young Britons admire the goods while an older 
man—their father?—offers an animal skin of the kind he wears himself as 
payment; here the Phoenicians are (like the Anglo-Saxons) “the bringers 
of civilisation, learning and technical skill to the mostly fur-clad Britons.’®’ 
It is surely no coincidence that the next scene in the sequence of images 
of commercial history painted along the wall of London’s rebuilt Royal 
Exchange is Frank O. Salisbury’s fresco of the Anglo-Saxon King Alfred the 
Great repairing the walls of the City of London.® 

This comparison of migrant, maritime peoples was also popular in 
the newly nationalist scholarship on the Phoenicians that I discussed in 
chapter 1. At the end of the nineteenth century, George Rawlinson an- 
nounced in his History of Phoenicia that the Phoenicians were “the people 
who of all antiquity had most in common with England and the English” 
as well as “the first who discovered the British islands.”®’ In France, the 
less flattering comparison with Carthage continued to play a large part 
in understandings of the English: in their 1885 volume on Phoenician and 
Cypriot art, Georges Perrot and Michel Chipiez discuss how the “English 
of Antiquity” preserved their power by means very similar to “those that 
England has used for the last two centuries to establish and maintain, with 
a handful of soldiers and thousands of ships, her vast colonial empire.” They 
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9.2 Frederic Leighton, Phoenicians Bartering with Ancient Britons (1894-95), 
a fresco painted for the Royal Exchange in London. 


continue, however: “The difference is that Tyre never tried to conquer and 
govern the peoples living in the lands whose coasts she visited”—a policy 
that, they explain, Carthage would have done better to follow—and then 
declare that “England has followed the policy of Tyre when circumstances 
have not, as they have in India and South Africa, led her further than she 
wanted to go.” The excellent English translation of the work published 
in the same year averts its eyes here, noting simply that “England has fol- 
lowed the policy of Tyre wherever she could”! 


Phoenician Islands + 193 


Occasional examples of the Phoenician settlement hypothesis continue 
to surface even today,” but from the later nineteenth century, the growth 
of anti-Semitism helped to suppress the appetite for comparisons between 
the British and Phoenicians, who were increasingly associated both with 
the Jews and with the practice of child sacrifice highlighted in Gustave 
Flaubert’s hugely successful 1862 novel Salammbo.” The discovery of the 
pre-Greek scripts of Linear A and B on Crete was one of the final nails 
in the coffin of nineteenth-century “Phoenicomania”: no longer could the 
Phoenicians be celebrated as the first great literate civilization of the Iron 
Age Mediterranean.” 


PHOENICIAN IRELAND 


In Ireland, unlike in Britain, the Phoenicians were not an alternative to 
medieval legends but an addition to them. Since the medieval search for na- 
tional origins among the sons of Noah began, Irish works such as the Lebor 
Gabdla Erenn (The Book of the Taking of Ireland) of around 1100 CE had 
presented one of the ancestors of the Irish Gaels as Mil the Spaniard, whose 
ancestors originated in the eastern Mediterranean and were descended 
from Japheth, son of Noah. They were often associated with Scythia, and 
before the “discovery” of Indo-European (a model for understanding the 
development of languages that only became generally accepted in the nine- 
teenth century), all Celtic languages were generally thought to have de- 
scended from Scythian.” 

This Scythian connection was a relatively neutral one in the Irish texts, but 
contemporary British authors, picking up on descriptions in Greco-Roman 
writers of the Scythians as a primitive and rather bloodthirsty people, ex- 
ploited the connection to characterize both the Scythians and the Irish 
as barbaric, nomadic cannibals.** From Gerald of Wales, writing in the 
twelfth century to justify Henry Plantagenet’s invasion and colonization 
of Ireland in 1171, to the Elizabethan poet Edmund Spenser, a beneficiary 
of the Tudor phase of colonization or “plantation” of Ireland, British writ- 
ers take delight in explaining Irish depravity as a result of their Scythian 
ancestry.” 

In the seventeenth century, Irish scholars tried to counter such accusa- 
tions. The Hiberno-Norman priest and poet Seathrin Céitinn (c. 1580-c. 
1644), known in English as Geoffrey Keating, and whose Foras Feasa ar 
Eirinn (Groundwork of Knowledge on Ireland) circulated in manuscript from 
around 1634, treated the medieval Irish myths as a source of noble origins, 
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noting among other things that the accomplishments of the Scythians in- 
cluded the introduction of letters to the Egyptians and Greeks.” By the late 
seventeenth century, an explicit notion emerged among Irish intellectuals 
of a Phoenician component in Irish history. 

Aylett Sammes finds his Irish counterpart in Ruaidhri O Flaithbheartaigh 
(1629-1718; in English, Roderic O’Flaherty), an Irish scholar trained in the 
bardic tradition whose legendary Irish history Ogygia, published in Latin 
in 1685 and translated into English in 1793, was far more influential than 
Sammes’s book of nine years earlier.” The work was a reaction both to the 
English-language depictions of the Irish and to the ravages of the English 
“plantation” of the island in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. For O 
Flaithbheartaigh, Irish culture was not only more noble than that of Saxon 
Britain and Rome, it was also older: in his interpretation, the very name 
Ogygia means “very ancient.” Drawing on Irish legends, Greco-Roman 
texts, and contemporary European scholars including Samuel Bochart, who 
had suggested both that Phoenician was the mother-tongue of the Celtic 
languages of northwest Europe and that the Phoenicians had reached 
Ireland, O Flaithbheartaigh made the Phoenicians part of Ireland’s ancestry, 
suggesting in particular that the Scythian “Fenius” (Féinus Farsaid) was in 
fact the “Phoinix” of Greek texts.” 

This theory of Phoenician origins was part of broader Orientalist and 
Celticist enthusiasms in Ireland in the seventeenth and eighteenth cen- 
turies,‘” and although it continued to be championed by Gaelic Catholic 
scholars such as Tadhg O Neachtain,' it became particularly popular 
among the Protestant Ascendency or “Anglo-Irish” community. These 
Church of Ireland Anglicans were the political and, to a large extent, the 
economic elite in the country, as the British consolidated their conquest 
with Penal Laws that excluded Catholics from, among other things, voting, 
serving in the army, most public offices, marrying Protestants or inheriting 
their land, practicing law, and studying abroad or at Trinity College Dublin. 
Many Ascendancy families had been settled in Ireland for centuries, and 
they often saw themselves as Irish as well as or even instead of English: na- 
tional identity was, as we have seen, not in this period an exclusive idea or 
ideal.“ In the eighteenth century, they won increasing political autonomy 
from England, but the Anglo-Irish were “caught between dependence on 
the English connexion and dependence on Irish property,” 
both from the Irish, who naturally resented their gains, and the English, for 
whom they were partially barbarized through long contact and intermar- 
riage with the local population. 


under pressure 
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The best-known Protestant champion of the theory of Phoenician ori- 
gins was Charles Vallancey (1721-1812). Vallancey was brought up in 
England as the son of French Huguenot parents and moved permanently 
to Ireland in his mid-twenties as a surveyor in the British army, rising to 
major and then general. A highly respected antiquarian, joint secretary of 
the Antiquities Committee of the Royal Dublin Society that was established 
in 1772, and in 1785 a founder member of the Royal Irish Academy, Val- 
lancey used his encyclopedic knowledge of Latin, Greek, and Irish sources 
to write several long, erudite, and deeply confused works on the Scythian 
and Phoenician origins of the Irish language, customs, and people. 

Building on references in the medieval Irish histories as well as com- 
parisons of the Irish and Phoenician languages, Vallancey’s basic thesis 
was that the Scythians had migrated to Ireland via the Phoenician cities 
of the Levant and their colonies, especially Carthage, whose merchants 
brought them and their culture to Spain and thence to both the “Brit- 
ish Isles”.’” Vallancey’s first publication on the subject in 1772, An Essay 
on the Antiquity of the Irish Language, was advertised on its title page 
as “being a collation of the Irish with the Punic Languages,” addressed 
to the “literati of Europe.” In it, Vallancey proceeded for the most part 
by analogy, arguing for the “strongest Affinity (nay a perfect Identity in 
very many Words)” of Gaelic (Irish) with Celtic, Punic, Phoenician, and 
Hebrew, noting that this relationship “will account for the Irish assuming 
to themselves the names of Feni or Fenicians, which they have retained 
through all ages.”!* Later works expanded on these themes: in 1773, his 
Grammar of the Iberno-Celtic, or Irish Language informed the reader that 
ancient Irish “had such an affinity with the Punic, that it may be said to 
have been, in great degree, the language of Hannibal, Hamilcar, and of 
Asdrubal,”! and there is also much in his 1786 Vindication of the Ancient 
History of Ireland on linguistic parallels with Phoenician as well as on 
common customs and cultural survivals.’ 

Vallancey’s Phoenicianism was part of a more general romantic Orien- 
talism, in which the Irish also had important, perhaps even more important, 
connections with the Persians.’ Indeed, he did not clearly distinguish the 
two ancient peoples: the Irish round towers, for instance, are described at 
some points as of Phoenician construction, at others Persian.'”” At the same 
time, he used the Phoenician hypothesis to reflect on the phenomenon of 
distinct national consciousness in a pluralistic context: the Scythians, he 
says, were absorbed into the Phoenicians when they traveled to the Levant, 
but they kept among themselves awareness of being sons of Japheth.'* 
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Vallancey describes himself in the preface to his 1772 essay as “an 
Irishman,”'* and he makes it clear that he is elaborating on older Irish his- 


tories and collaborating with Irish intellectuals: 


The positive assertions of all the Irish historians, that their ancestors received 
the use of letters directly from the Phoenicians, and the concurrence of them 
all in affirming that several colonies from Africa settled in Ireland, induced 
the author of the following Essay .. . to compare the Phoenician dialect or 
bearla Feni of the Irish with the Punic or language of the Carthaginians. The 
affinity of the language, worship, and manners of the Carthaginians, with 
those of the ancient Irish appeared so very strong, he communicated his dis- 
coveries from time to time to some gentlemen well skilled in the antiquities 
of Ireland, and of the eastern nations; their approbation of this rude sketch 
induced the author to offer it to the consideration of those who have greater 


abilities and more leisure to prosecute such a work.'* 


He found support for his theories not only from other Ascendency an- 
tiquaries, but also from eighteenth-century Irish intellectuals like Charles 
O’Conor and Sylvester O’Halloran, both members of the Royal Irish 
Academy, who often offered their Anglo-Irish colleagues very practical 
help with the language and customs of their country.''® One of the political 
attractions of the model for Irish nationalists of all kinds was that it rejected 
linguistic theories that made Celtic a subgroup of the Teutonic languages, 
including Anglo-Saxon, advancing instead a more direct route back to the 
“original” language of Scythian via the Phoenicians.” 

Vallancey makes a direct parallel in An Essay on the Antiquity of the 
Trish Language between the Carthaginian and Irish experience, pointing out 
that the Carthaginians’ history was similarly “written by their most bitter 
Enemies, the Greeks and Romans; in this too they resemble the Irish”''* His 
theories can also be read against the British, who were at the very same 
time comparing themselves favorably with the Carthaginians against the 
“Roman” French.'”” True separatist republicanism was a nineteenth-century 
phenomenon in Ireland, however, and as with many of his Ascendency 
peers, Vallancey’s nationalism was multiple and complex. He may have 
been devoted to Irish culture and history, but his Vindication is dedicated 
to the king, and the English are directly criticized only for their misunder- 
standing of the ancient relationship between the two islands. Like Sammes, 
and Bochart, Vallancey’s model gives the two islands a joint history before 
the Roman or Anglo-Saxon invasions of England, a vision of common ori- 
gins that suggests an attachment to an overarching national relationship 
between the two islands. 
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Phoenicianism became extremely popular in Ireland in the last two 
decades of the eighteenth century as, inspired in part by the American 
Revolution, the patriot movement pushed with some temporary success for 
the reform of the Penal Laws, free trade, and Irish self-government under 
the British crown. Some contemporary approaches are straightforwardly 
oppositional, or at least isolationist: the Irish politician Lawrence Parsons, 
second Earl of Rosse, wrote a Defence of the Antient History of Ireland (1795) 
in which he argued that “the Irish were a Phoenician colony, largely again 
on linguistic grounds.” Taking a lead from Vallancey, he relied heavily on 
Plautus’s reproduction of “Carthaginian” speech: “Now it is universally ad- 
mitted, that the Carthaginians originally came from Phoenicia, and spoke 
the Phoenician language. And a specimen of that language has been pre- 
served by Plautus in one of his plays, which contains some speeches of 
Hanno, a Carthaginian, in the language of his country. And these speeches 
appear upon examination to be evidently and undeniably the same lan- 
guage with the Irish” 

According to Parsons, the Irish and Carthaginian languages are so simi- 
lar that the former must have been descended from the latter, or vice versa, 
or both peoples came from the same country.'” He also argues that it is 
lead rather than tin that is implied by the name of the Cassiterides islands 
mentioned in classical texts, and that the Phoenicians must therefore have 
been responsible for the lead mines in Ireland, and must therefore have 
established a colony there “many ages before Herodotus.” For him, the 
Phoenician relationship with the North Atlantic islands starts and ends 
with Ireland, and Britain is barely involved: the Phoenicians “were sooner 
and better acquainted with Ireland than with England.” Indeed, their only 
real knowledge of England came from their contact with the Irish, from 
whom they learned the name “Albion” for the whole island of Britain, 
which they then passed on to the Greeks, including Aristotle, but which in 
fact referred properly only to Scotland (“Albin”), the region that had been 
colonized by the Irish.’ 

Other Anglo-Irish authors embraced the Phoenician hypothesis as offer- 
ing a useful middle way between the English and the Irish. One of the most 
interesting exponents of this approach is Charlotte Brooke (c. 1750-93), 
probably the only survivor of the twenty-two children of the Anglo-Irish 
novelist and playwright Henry Brooke. Miss Brooke was an enthusiastic 
Gaelic scholar who published a translation in 1789 of Reliques of Irish Po- 
etry accompanied by extensive notes explaining, among other things, the 
“Phoenician origin” of the Irish: “The Irish in general were frequently called 
Fenians, or Phenians, from their great ancestor Phenius Farsa, or, perhaps, 
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in allusion to their Phoenician descent.’’* Like Vallancey, Brooke focuses 
less on criticism than communication, explaining her motivations in her 
preface: “As yet, we are too little known to our noble neighbour of Britain; 
were we better acquainted, we should be better friends.”’” 

A later example is Sydney Owenson, later Lady Morgan, an author of 
mixed English and Irish parentage who identified as Irish, Catholic, and a 
political radical. Her epistolary novel The Wild Irish Girl: A National Tale, 
published in 1806, recounts the romance between an Irish princess and a 
disguised English aristocrat against the background of dispossessions of 
Irish land and the Penal Laws. The princess’s family teaches the young 
Englishman about their “nation” and their “national, natural character, and 
Ireland’s Phoenician origins are a recurring theme both in the story and in 
Owenson’s long and learned footnotes, which contain multiple references 
to Vallancey, Brooke, and other antiquarian scholars.’’”” As in Vallancey’s 
account, the Phoenicians here are one among many Irish roots, including 
the Greeks and Persians.’ 

Owenson had difficulty in publishing her novel, as it was seen as being 
“opposed to the English interest in Ireland,” although its conclusion is no 
vindication of Irish autonomy, but rather a marriage between the princess 
and her lover: Ireland is still the handmaiden of its now more enlightened 
English lord. As the hero’s English father writes, “let . . . the distinctions 
of English and Irish, of protestant and catholic, [be] for ever buried. And, 
while you look forward with hope to this family alliance being propheti- 
cally typical of a national unity of interests and affections between those 
who may be factiously severe, but who are naturally allied, lend your own 
individual efforts towards the consummation of an event so devoutly to 
be wished by every liberal mind, by every benevolent heart.’ Her hero 
himself explicitly divorces nationalism from politics: speaking of the Irish 
“lower orders,’ he says to a priest, “I am convinced that were endeavours 
for their improvement more strictly promoted . . . they would be a people 
as happy, contented, and prosperous, in a political sense, as in a natural and 
national one.”"*’ 

Owenson was one of the last passionate exponents of Irish Phoenician- 
ism, which barely survived into the nineteenth century after the Patriotic 
movement came to an abrupt end with the failure of the 1798 rebellion 
against England led by the more radical United Irishmen. The subsequent 
Act of Union in 1800 formally created the United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Ireland, after which the nationalists were in retreat.’” It is striking that 
Owenson’s novel is set in the eighteenth century, and her formulation of 
the “nation” is very much an early modern, inclusive one. A little more than 
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a decade later, Lord Byron pokes fun at the tradition in his description of 
Don Juan: 


He was what Erin calls, in her sublime 
Old Erse or Irish, or it may be Punic 
(The antiquarians who can settle Time, 
Which settles all things, Roman, Greek or Runic, 
Swear that Pat’s language sprung from the same clime 
With Hannibal, and wears the Tyrian tunic 
Of Dido’s alphabet; and this is rational 
As any other notion, and not national);— 
But Juan was quite “a broth of a boy,’ 


A thing of impulse and a child of song;'* 


This is accompanied by a note: “See Major Vallancey and Sir Lawrence 
Parsons.” Interest in the Phoenicians continued to wane, and although as 
late as 1922, Robert Dunlop’s History of Ireland: From the Earliest Times 
to the Present Day, published by Oxford University Press, begins with the 
“discovery” of Ireland by the Phoenicians, he makes it clear that they only 
established small factories to exploit the natural resources, rather than en- 
gaging in a major program of colonization in Ireland, and that “the basic 
element of its population” was still (in 1922) the “small, dark-haired, and 
rather long-headed race” called the Ernai, whom the Phoenicians encoun- 
tered when they arrived.’* In any case, Dunlop reassures his readers that 
the Phoenicians “were not, as is generally supposed, a Semitic people. They 
formed part of a group of peoples, whose centre of civilization was the 


island of Crete.”!* 


The Phoenicians helped British and Irish intellectuals formulate ideas about 
their own nations and about the nation itself: references to the Phoenician 
past bolstered a variety of ethnic and political claims in the present, clari- 
fied national rivalries, and allowed scholars to negotiate imperialism from 
above and below. Tudor and Stuart Britain could be characterized as a 
Phoenician colony against the idea of an Anglo-Saxon England, before 
eighteenth-century English writers established a cultural comparison with 
the Phoenicians against the Roman French. At the same time, Irish intellec- 
tuals were adopting the idea of Phoenician descent and a parallel with Car- 
thage to combat the British stereotype that they were backward and primi- 
tive, as well as to highlight more brutal aspects of British imperialism. As 
in the Roman period, these Phoenicians were used to play imperial games; 
their appearance served other places and other sources of power; and their 
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description had more to do with contemporary politics and empire than 
ancient ethnicity. Once again, we see that far from being spontaneous and 
liberating popular inventions, identities are often created by and for the 
benefit of the wealthy and the powerful. 

In these stories, however, the Phoenicians are never presented as an 
exclusive ancestor or universal parallel. Other peoples lie below the con- 
temporary populations of the islands, and the comparison works only in 
relation to particular military and commercial fields of interest. Nor are 
the Phoenicians themselves characterized as a full ethnocultural nation of 
the kind whose emergence I traced in chapter 1. In the language used and 
the importance attached to the association, however, the authors I have 
surveyed in this chapter set the stage for the nineteenth-century scholar- 
ship that made a modern nation out of the ancient Phoenicians, as well 
as for the twentieth-century adoption of them as more exclusive forerun- 
ners and forebears for modern nation-states. The modern Phoenicians of 
Lebanon and Tunisia with whom I began can now take their place in a 
long tradition, as a further stage in the story of the construction of the 
Phoenician people. 


CONCLUSION 
ae S 


In all the exciting work that has been done on “identity” in the past few 
decades, there has been too little attention paid to the concept of identity it- 
self. We tend to ask how identities are made, vary, and change, not whether 
they exist at all. But Rogers Brubaker and Frederik Cooper have pinned 
down a central difficulty with recent approaches: “it is not clear why what 
is routinely characterized as multiple, fragmented, and fluid should be con- 
ceptualized as ‘identity’ at all’ Even personal identity, a strong sense of 
one’s self as a distinct individual, can be seen as a relatively recent devel- 
opment, perhaps related to a peculiarly Western individualism.’ Collective 
identities, furthermore, are fundamentally arbitrary: the artificial ways we 
choose to organize the world, ourselves, and each other. However strong 
the attachments they provoke, they are not universal or natural facts. Roger 
Rouse has pointed out that in medieval Europe, the idea that people fall 
into abstract social groupings by virtue of common possession of a certain 
attribute, and occupy autonomous and theoretically equal positions within 
them, would have seemed nonsensical: instead, people were assigned their 
different places in the interdependent relationships of a concrete hierarchy.* 

The truth is that although historians are constantly apprehending the 
dead and checking their pockets for identity, we do not know how people 
really thought of themselves in the past, or in how many different ways, or 
indeed how much. I have argued here that the case of the Phoenicians high- 
lights the extent to which the traditional scholarly perception of a basic 
sense of collective identity at the level of a “people,” “culture,” or “nation” in 
the cosmopolitan, entangled world of the ancient Mediterranean has been 
distorted by the traditional scholarly focus on a small number of rather 
unusual, and unusually literate, societies. 

My starting point was that we have no good evidence for the ancient peo- 
ple that we call Phoenician identifying themselves as a single people or acting 
as a stable collective. I do not conclude from this absence of evidence that 
the Phoenicians did not exist, nor that nobody ever called her- or himself a 
Phoenician under any circumstances: Phoenician-speakers undoubtedly had 
a larger repertoire of self-classifications than survives in our fragmentary evi- 
dence, and it would be surprising if, for instance, they never described them- 
selves as Phoenicians to the Greeks who invented that term; indeed, I have 
drawn attention to several cases where something very close to that is going 
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on. Instead, my argument is that we should not assume that our “Phoenicians” 
thought of themselves as a group simply by analogy with models of con- 
temporary identity formation among their neighbors—especially since those 
neighbors do not themselves portray the Phoenicians as a self-conscious or 
strongly differentiated collective. Instead, we should accept the gaps in our 
knowledge and fill the space instead with the stories that we can tell. 

The stories I have looked at in this book include the ways that the people 
of the northern Levant did in fact identify themselves—in terms of their cit- 
ies, but even more of their families and occupations—as well as the forma- 
tion of complex social, cultural, and economic networks based on particular 
cities, empires, and ideas. These could be relatively small and closed, like 
the circle of the tophet, or on the other hand, they could, like the network 
of Melqart, create shared religious and political connections throughout 
the Mediterranean—with other Levantine settlements, with other settlers, 
and with local populations. Identifications with a variety of social and cul- 
tural traditions is one recurrent characteristic of the people and cities we 
call Phoenician, and this continued into the Hellenistic and Roman peri- 
ods, when “being Phoenician” was deployed as a political and cultural tool, 
although it was still not claimed as an ethnic identity. 

Another story could go further, to read a lack of collective identity, culture, 
and political organization among Phoenician-speakers as a positive choice, a 
form of resistance against larger regional powers. James C. Scott has recently 
argued in The Art of Not Being Governed (2009) that self-governing people liv- 
ing on the peripheries and borders of expansionary states in that region tend 
to adopt strategies to avoid incorporation and to minimize taxation, conscrip- 
tion, and forced labor. Scott’s focus is on the highlands of Southeast Asia, 
an area now sometimes known as Zomia, and its relationship with the great 
plains states of the region such as China and Burma. He describes a series of 
tactics used by the hill people to avoid state power, including “their physical 
dispersion in rugged terrain, their mobility, their cropping practices, their kin- 
ship structure, their pliable ethnic identities . . . their flexible social structure, 
their religious heterodoxy, their egalitarianism and even the nonliterate, oral 
cultures.” The constant reconstruction of identity is a core theme in his work: 
“ethnic identities in the hills are politically crafted and designed to position a 
group vis-a-vis others in competition for power and resources.” Political inte- 
gration in Zomia, when it has happened at all, has usually consisted of small 
confederations: such alliances, he points out, are common but short-lived, and 
are often preserved in local place names such as “Twelve Tai Lords” (Sipsong 
Chutai) or “Nine Towns” (Ko Myo)—information that throws new light on the 
federal meetings recorded in fourth-century BCE Tripolis (“Three Cities”).° 
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In fact, many aspects of Scott’s analysis feel familiar in the world of the 
ancient Mediterranean, on the periphery of the great agricultural empires 
of Mesopotamia and Iran, and despite all its differences from Zomia, an- 
other potential candidate for the label of “shatterzone.” The validity of 
Scott’s model for upland Southeast Asia itself —a matter of considerable 
debate since the book’s publication—is largely irrelevant for our purposes;° 
what is interesting here is how useful it might be for thinking about the 
mountainous region of the northern Levant, and the places of refuge in and 
around the Mediterranean. 

In addition to outright rebellion, we could argue that the inhabitants of 
the Levant employed a variety of strategies to evade the heaviest excesses 
of imperial power.’ One was to organize themselves in small city-states 
with flimsy political links and weak hierarchies, requiring larger powers to 
engage in multiple negotiations and arrangements, and providing the com- 
munities involved with multiple small and therefore obscure opportunities 
for the evasion of taxation and other responsibilities—“divide that ye be not 
ruled,’ as Scott puts it. A cosmopolitan approach to culture and language 
in those cities would complement such an approach, committing to no par- 
ticular way of doing or being or even looking, keeping loyalties vague and 
options open. One of the more controversial aspects of Scott’s model could 
even explain why there is no evidence for Phoenician literature despite 
earlier Near Eastern traditions of myth and epic. He argues that the popula- 
tions he studies are in some cases not so much nonliterate as postliterate: 
“Given the considerable advantages in plasticity of oral over written histo- 
ries and genealogies, it is at least conceivable to see the loss of literacy and 
of written texts as a more or less deliberate adaptation to statelessness.”” 

Another available option was to take to the sea, a familiar but forbidding 
terrain where the experience and knowledge of Levantine sailors could make 
them and their activities invisible and unaccountable to their overlords further 
east. The sea also offered an escape route from more local sources of power, 
and the stories we hear of the informal origins of western settlements such as 
Carthage and Lepcis, whether or not they are true, suggest an appreciation of 
this point. A distaste even for self-government could also explain a phenom- 
enon I have drawn attention to throughout the book: our “Phoenicians” not 
only fail to visibly identify as Phoenician, they often omit to identify at all. 

It is striking in this light that the first surviving visible expression of an 
explicitly “Phoenician” identity was imposed by the Carthaginians on their 
subjects as they extended state power to a degree unprecedented among 
Phoenician-speakers, that it was then adopted by Tyre as a symbol of co- 
lonial success, and that it was subsequently exploited by Roman rulers in 
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support of their imperial activities. This illustrates another uncomfortable 
aspect of identity formation: it is often a cultural bullying tactic, and one 
that tends to benefit those already in power more than those seeking self- 
empowerment. Modern European examples range from the linguistic and 
cultural education strategies that turned “peasants into Frenchmen” in the 
late nineteenth century," to the eugenic Lebensborn program initiated by 
the Nazis in mid-twentieth-century central Europe to create more Aryan 
children through procreation between German SS officers and “racially 
pure” foreign women." Such examples also underline the difficulty of dis- 
tinguishing between internal and external conceptions of identity when 
apparently internal identities are encouraged from above, or even from 
outside, just as the developing modern identity as Phoenician involved the 
gradual solidification of the identity of the ancient Phoenicians. 

It seems to me that attempts to establish a clear distinction between 
“emic” and “etic” identity are part of a wider tendency to treat identities 
as ends rather than means, and to focus more on how they are constructed 
than on why. Identity claims are always, however, a means to another 
end, and being “Phoenician” is in all the instances I have surveyed here 
a political rather than a personal statement. It is sometimes used to resist 
states and empires, from Roman Africa to Hugh O’Donnell’s Ireland, but 
more often to consolidate them, lending ancient prestige and authority to 
later regimes, a strategy we can see in Carthage’s Phoenician coinage, the 
emperor Elagabalus’s installation of a Phoenician sun god at Rome, British 
appeals to Phoenician maritime power, and Hannibal Qadhafi’s cruise ship. 

In the end, it is modern nationalism that has created the Phoenicians, 
along with much else of our modern idea of the ancient Mediterranean. 
Phoenicianism has served nationalist purposes since the early mod- 
ern period: the fully developed notion of Phoenician ethnicity may be a 
nineteenth-century invention, a product of ideologies that sought to estab- 
lish ancient peoples or “nations” at the heart of new nation-states, but its 
roots, like those of nationalism itself, are deeper. As origin myth or cultural 
comparison, aggregative or oppositional, imperialist and anti-imperialist, 
Phoenicianism supported the expansion of the early modern nation of 
Britain, as well as the position of the nation of Ireland as separate and re- 
spected within that empire; it helped to consolidate the nation of Lebanon 
under French imperial mandate, premised on a regional Phoenician iden- 
tity agreed on between local and French intellectuals, but it also helped 
to construct the nation of Tunisia in opposition to European colonialism. 

I will, however, leave the final words to a group of writers who used the 
Phoenicians to question nationalism rather than to reinforce it, and who 
will take us back to where we started, in Ireland. 
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In 1907, the young James Joyce made surprisingly late reference to the 
Phoenicianist tradition in a lecture he gave in Trieste titled “Ireland, Island 
of Saints and Sages,” and he tied it explicitly to thinking about the nation.” 
He began: “Nations, like individuals, have their egos. It is not unusual for 
a race to wish to attribute to itself qualities and glories unknown in other 
races—from the time when our forefathers called themselves Aryans and 
nobles to the Greeks who were wont to call anyone barbarian that did not 
live within the sacrosanct land of Hellas. The Irish, with a pride that is per- 
haps less explicable, love to refer to their land as the island of saints and 
sages [santi e savi].’” This is a twist on the standard Latin tag insula sancto- 
rum et doctorum, “island of saints and scholars,’ which was normally used 
in Ireland to refer to the medieval monastic tradition. Joyce’s saints are 
the usual suspects, including of course St. Patrick, who introduced Catholi- 
cism to Ireland. But some at least of his sages are from a quite different, and 
much earlier, tradition. The Irish language, he tells his audience, 


is eastern in origin, and has been identified by many philologists with the an- 
cient language of the Phoenicians, the discoverers, according to historians, of 
commerce and navigation. With their monopoly over the sea, this adventur- 
ous people established a civilization in Ireland which was in decline and had 
almost disappeared before the first Greek historian took up his quill. . .. The 
language that the comic dramatist Plautus puts in the mouth of the Phoeni- 
cians in his comedy Poenula [sic] is virtually the same language, according to 
the critic Vallancey, as that which Irish peasants now speak. The religion and 


civilization of that ancient people, later known as Druidism, were Egyptian.” 


Joyce uses the now outmoded Phoenician theory of Irish origins in a 
knowing way, not only distancing himself from the hypothesis by attribut- 
ing it to other scholars, but also exploiting the countertradition that as- 
sociated the Phoenicians with the British in a later reference to the “Punic 
faith of the English” in breaking Irish treaties.’ He explicitly describes 
himself as a “detached observer” rather than a “convinced nationalist;’!” 
and in his hands the Phoenician theory is not the basis for straightforward 
Irish nationalism either in opposition to the English or in co-operation with 
them. The English treatment of Ireland over the centuries of occupation 
comes in for a great deal of criticism in the lecture, but Joyce criticizes the 
Irish at least as much, and not only for their reactions to British conquest: 
there is a nice jibe at the native kings who allowed the Danes to conquer 
much of the island as they “were busy killing one another at the time, oc- 
casionally taking a well-earned break for games of chess.’ 
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Joyce uses the Phoenicians instead to undermine crude nationalist rhet- 
oric. The version of the story Joyce tells his audience not only credits Irish 
language and culture to outsiders, but makes that “Phoenician” civilization 
itself “Egyptian,” discrediting claims to Celtic purity and allowing him to 
celebrate Ireland as a land of many origins: 


Our civilization is an immense woven fabric in which very different elements 
are mixed, in which Nordic rapacity is reconciled to the Roman law, and new 
Bourgeois conventions to the remains of a Siriac religion. In such a fabric, it 
is pointless searching for a thread that has remained pure, virgin and unin- 
fluenced by other threads nearby. What race or language (if we except those 
few which a humorous will seems to have preserved, such as the people of 
Iceland) can nowadays claim to be pure? No race has less right to make such 
a boast than the one presently inhabiting Ireland. Nationality (if this is not 
really a useful fiction like many others which the scalpels of the present-day 
scientists have put paid to) must find its basic reason for being in something 
that surpasses, that transcends and that informs changeable entities such as 


blood or human speech.” 


Although the history of ancient Ireland can support an Irish claim to an 
earlier and greater civilization than that of its Saxon masters, he himself 
does not believe in making political capital out of such history: “Neither 
do I see the use in bitter invectives against England, the despoiler, or in 
contempt for the vast Anglo-Saxon civilization—even though it is al- 
most entirely a materialistic civilization. .. . Just as ancient Egypt is dead, 
so is ancient Ireland. Its dirge has been sung and the seal set upon its 
gravestone.” 

Nationalism is not, for Joyce, the island’s only problem: “Ireland prides 
itself on being in body and soul as faithful to her national traditions as 
to the Holy See. The majority of Irishmen consider loyalty to these two 
traditions as their cardinal article of faith”! And he applies the traditional 
contrast between Phoenicians and Romans not to politics but to religion, 
and in particular the “coherent absurdity that is Catholicism?” According 
to the story of Ireland’s origins that he tells, the Phoenicians brought druids 
to Ireland long before St. Patrick brought Christianity, and Patrick himself 
found an island already “sacred” through the Phoenicians;” and their rivals 
the Romans are equated by Joyce explicitly not with the English, but with 
the Church: “I confess that I do not see what good it does to fulminate 
against English tyranny while the tyranny of Rome still holds the dwelling 
place of the soul.” 


Conclusion + 207 


In 1922, Joyce found another use for the Phoenicians in his novel Ulysses, 
where he tacitly draws on the French scholar Victor Bérard’s theory that the 
hero of Homer’s Odyssey was a Phoenician to create a suitably Semitic avatar 
for his Jewish Irish hero Leopold Bloom. Bloom’s own ethnic identity in the 
novel is, as Elizabeth Cullingford notes, “uncertain,” and he “embodies (among 
many other things) Joyce’s affirmation of cultural hybridity” Once again, 
simple Irish nationalism is trumped by a clear-eyed exploration of the compli- 
cations and possibilities of unfixed origins and multiple loyalties. It was also 
in 1922, however, that the Irish Free State was established in the south by the 
Anglo-Irish treaty, limiting the political and cultural potency of the old Phoe- 
nician hypothesis for several decades, until the start of the Troubles. 

In August 1969, forty-seven years after the south of Ireland had achieved 
independence from Britain, tensions in the north between republicans and 
unionists culminated in the days of rioting in Derry known as the Battle 
of the Bogside, which ended only with the arrival of British troops on the 
streets of Derry and Belfast. There they would stay for almost forty years, 
and that summer, as Seamus Heaney later put it, “the problems of poetry 
moved from being simply a matter of achieving the satisfactory verbal icon 
to being a search for images and symbols adequate to our predicament.” 

Hugh O’Donnell’s speech with which this book began is by no means the 
only example of the old association between the Irish and the Phoenicians 
being redeployed by poets and playwrights working in the north of Ireland 
in the 1970s and 1980s.”” Heaney’s own poem “Bog Queen” (1975) was in- 
spired by a long-buried female corpse found on the Moira estate in County 
Lisburn in 1781, and sold to Lady Moira. In the poem, the dead woman 
describes her own gradual disintegration and decay: 


My sash was a black glacier 
wrinkling, dyed weaves 
and phoenician stitch work 
retted on my breasts’ 


soft moraines. (29-33) 


When her body is discovered by a peat-cutter, he is bribed by “a peer’s 
wife” to dig her up, 


and I rose from the dark, 

hacked bone, skull-ware, 

frayed stitches, tufts, 

small gleams on the bank. (53-56)” 
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Like Carthage in Hugh’s reading of the Aeneid, the Queen’s Phoenician 
handiwork links her land with a more civilized heritage than that of its cur- 
rent occupiers, and the context of her excavation connects her with the old 
tradition of identification with the Phoenicians against the military might 
of “Roman” Britain. 

In the political context of the Troubles, however, this triple historical 
perspective of the present, the ancient past, and the eighteenth century 
provides an appropriate complexity. This is a world in which there are no 
easy answers. Although Heaney evokes an arresting image of Ireland as a 
woman defeated and desecrated by a brutal invasion, he uses gender in his 
poem not to consolidate a simple binary opposition between Ireland and 
England, weak and strong, right and wrong, but to undermine it: while his 
queen can be read as the female spirit of Ireland, she is voiced by a man, 
and desecrated by the English in the person of a woman, and through the 
agency of an Irishman. At the same time, Phoenicianism itself can be pre- 
sented as partial and contingent: Friel’s schoolmaster is a great devotee of 
the languages of Greece and Rome as well as an ally of Carthage, but more 
loyal to his own threatened community than to any flag. These texts are not 
just postcolonial, but, like Joyce’s Phoenician games, post-national. 

The intricacy and power of the Phoenician analogy in late-twentieth- 
century Ireland is most vivid in Frank McGuinness’s Carthaginians, first 
performed in Dublin in 1988. The play, set in a Derry graveyard in the pres- 
ent day, opens with the music from Purcell’s Dido and Aeneas, and plays 
throughout with an association between Carthage and Derry. As the char- 
acters await the resurrection of the dead, they reflect on the city in which 
they live and look back on the events and repercussions of Bloody Sunday, 
January 30, 1972, in which twenty-six civilians were shot by the British 
army. Derry and Carthage are both cities destroyed by Rome, says Paul, 
a teacher—where Rome recalls not only the British Empire but also the 
Catholic south and the Roman Church. “I am Carthaginian,” says Paul. “This 
earth is mine, not Britain’s, nor Rome’s.”* The play ends with “Dido, queen 
of Derry,’ a gay man who was given his nickname by a Lebanese sailor and 
whose “ambition in life is to corrupt every member of her majesty’s forces 
serving in Northern Ireland?*' delivering a monologue over his sleeping 
companions: “While I walk the earth, I walk through you, the streets of 
Derry. If I meet one who knows you and they ask, “‘How’s Dido?’ Surviving. 
How’s Derry? Surviving. Surviving. Carthage has not been destroyed?” 
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17. Remotti (1996, 25). The Tonga may have been the inspiration for Garrison 
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intermarriage between them. 
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poulos (2005). 
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are Kaufman (2004a), along with Kaufman (2001; 2004b; 2008) and Salameh (2010). 
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3. On this passage, see Kaufman (2004a, 39) and Salameh (2010, 78-79); on this 
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4. Kaufman (2004a, 61-79). “Phoenician Clubs” still exist in the United States from 
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14. “.. . ils adoraient tous une Divinité supérieure a laquelle ils sacrificaient des 
victims humaines” (1). I will return to human sacrifice in part 2. 

15. “Abibaal eut réalisé 'unité politique de la Phénicie” (20, with more on his reign 
on 19). For brief references to the death of Abibaal, see Joseph., Ap. 1.113 and 117. 
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toutes les pages de notre histoire” (54). 

17. For Mediterranean-centred, anti-Arab sentiments among Egyptian Pharaonists, 
particularly in the work of Taha Husayn, see Salameh (2010, 22-31). On Canaanism, 
see Shavit (1984; 1987; 1988, 106-12); Wistrich and Ohana (1995); Ohana (2012, 
73-100). 

18. See Kaufman (2004a, 215-20) on the ideology of Antun Saadeh. 

19. Garnand (2001, 48-49); Kaufman (2004a, 197-209; 2004b, 18-19). The relevant 
passages are Herodotus 1.1 and 7.89, discussed in chapter 3. 

20. Kaufman (2004a, 71). Cf. Salibi (1988, 20); Salameh (2010, 7). See also Armstrong 
(1982, 12): “The territorial principle, slow to emerge, ultimately became the predomi- 
nant form [of principle on which identity is based] in Europe; the geneaological or 
pseudo-genealogical principle has continued to prevail in most of the Middle East” 

21. Hirschi (2012, 6). 
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rather than nations (so-called constitutional patriotism), see Markell (2000). 

23. Kaufman (2001, 173). 

24. Scott (2009, 35). 
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d’un riche legs de souvenirs; l'autre est le consentement actuel, le désir de vivre en- 
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26. Renan (1947, 1:892): “l’essence d’une nation est que tous les individus aient 
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Renan was referring in particular to the St. Bartholemew’s Day massacre in 1572, in 
which French Catholics slaughtered French Protestants. 

27. “... la conception de Renan . . . qui ne veut pas envisager la formation d’une 
nation que dans la volonté des habitants d’étre cette nation”; “le principe de libanisme 
réside dans l’exaltation d’un passé glorieux [et] dans celle d’une toute abstract volo- 
nté de cohésion” (Le Jour, April 24, 1935, quoted with discussion at Kaufman [2004a, 
161-63].) 
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29. Garnand (2001, 57). 

30. Traboulsi (2007, 92); Salameh (2010, 54). 

31. Cf. Chiha (1964, 152), and see Kaufman (2001, 183-84; 2004b, 6-8). On Berard, 
see Bernal (1987, 377-82). The third dedicatee was Elias Hoyek, the Maronite Patriarch. 

32. Kaufman (2004a, 123). 

33. Kaufman (2004a, 138n56). 
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(2005, 444n100); Sommer (2008, 14); Hoyos (2010, 220); Campus (2012, 310-13), where 
it is evidence for “collective identity” (310), among many others. Prag strikes a rare 
note of skepticism (2006, 24), as does (more tentatively) Lemche (1991, 57). Moscati 
noted in an article on this passage that the context of the line was rarely discussed, 
despite its relevance, but then failed to do more himself than discuss the first couple 
of lines of the chapter, missing entirely the role of the Canaanite woman in the argu- 
ment (Moscati 1984, 529). 
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34. August. Ad Rom. 13.5—-6, correcting Divjak’s Punice respondentes, attested only 
in B, to Punice respondent. 

35. August. Ad Rom. 13.7 (“sed haec verborum consonantia sive provenerit sive 
provisa sit, non pugnaciter agendum est, ut ei quisque consentiat, sed quantum in- 
terpretantis elegantiam hilaritas audientis admittit”); this interpretation is also sup- 
ported by the sequence “for... for... thus...” that connects 13.3-6 with 13.1-2. 

36. This is an investigation that I undertook with Neil McLynn, Robert Kerr, and 
Daniel Hadas; we treat the problems of this passage in much greater detail in Quinn 
et al. (2014), offering only the most tentative solutions. I reproduce parts of that argu- 
ment, and text, here, as well as our translations, but while my coauthors should be 
held responsible for anything here of worth, they should not be assumed to support 
the specific arguments I present in this context. 

37. For a fuller version of this discussion, and for the stemma itself, see Quinn et 
al. (2014, 183-85). 

38. E.g. (among many instances), Conf. 10.3.3; C. acad. 2.7.16. The only use of quid 
sint in something like this sense is at Enarrationes in Psalmos 132.3, where the ques- 
tion is about what the Circumcellions do. See for more detail on this point Quinn et al. 
(2014, 182n16). 

39. There are more than thirty-five examples of this usage, most either of punice 
used to mean “in Phoenician” or of punicus qualifying language, words, or texts. When 
punicus qualifies a person, the context is almost always linguistic, and the point is to 
identify the person as a Phoenician speaker. De peccatorum meritis 1.34 is arguably 
an exception. The only other is the phrase punicum bellum in De civitate Dei (passim), 
where Augustine is merely using the standard Roman terminology. Full details and 
references can be found in Quinn et al. (2014, 181-82n15), a list compiled by Daniel 
Hadas. 

40. For all the readings of the two words, see Quinn et al. (2014, 197). 

41. Some Christian writings, by contrast, suggest that the concept of Canaan could 
be rather hazy in late antiquity, as, for instance, in the early fourth-century apologetic 
treatise by Lactantius, who puts Canaan in Arabia (Lactant. Div. Inst. 2 (De origine er- 
roris) 14 6), and in his near contemporary Juvencus’s harmonization of the gospels as 
epic poetry, where he appears to confuse Canaan and Cana (Juvencus, Evangeliorum 
libri 2.127-29). 

42. Jubilees 9:1. 

43. Joseph. AJ 1.130-33. 

44. Procop. Vand. 4.10.18-20. 

45. Procop. Vand. 4.10.21-22: “Hpeic gopev ol puyovtes and TpoowmoVv Tnood 
tov Ayotot viod Navi. See Schmitz (2007), with earlier bibliography; Amitay 
(2011) is another important discussion of the problem that also investigates the 
relevant rabbinic literature, the significance of Jewish migration to North Africa in 
the Hellenistic period, and the immediate political and military context in which 
Procopius was writing. 

46. Schmitz (2007, 102). Cf. Suda, s.v. Xavacv. 

47.1 am grateful to Robert Kerr for suggesting this line of inquiry. 

48. It also, of course, contradicts a different modern convention that divides the 
history of the northern Levant into a “Canaanite” period and people before the re- 
gional troubles of c. 1200 BCE, and a “Phoenician” one after that. For skeptical assess- 
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ment of this conventional model, with relevant bibliography, see Baurain (1986); Bon- 
net (1988, 2-4); Xella (1995); Aubet (2001, 12; 2009, 22); Bonnet and Krings (2006, 41); 
Sommer (2010, 121); Tzoroddu (2010, 15-22). It makes very little sense of the consid- 
erable evidence for political, religious, and cultural continuity in the region, or the 
concurrent use of the two sets of terms in sources from the late Bronze Age, and has 
now largely fallen out of favor. 

49. Biblical accounts of the precise extent and specific borders of the land of Canaan 
vary, as one would expect in a collection of stories, regulations, prophecies, and prayers 
originally compiled in the seventh or sixth centuries but reflecting successive waves 
of re-editing down to the second century BCE. For a variety of borders, see Gen. 10:19; 
15:18; Num. 34:2-12; Ezek. 47:15-20, 48:1-28. For modern commentary on these borders, 
as well as the use of Canaan and Canaanites in Near Eastern sources more generally, 
see Na’aman (1994; 1999); Rainey (1996); Tammuz (2001); and Belmonte (2003, 31-36), 
all with discussion of earlier scholarship. Canaan is on one occasion described as 
the “land of the Philistines” (Zeph. 2:5), though Tammuz notes that this is probably 
a straightforward error based on Josh. 13: 3-4, which simply says that the Philistine 
territory is Canaanite (2001, 521n82). 

50. Tammuz (2001) gives a clear account of “ideological Canaan,” summarized at 
535-36. 

51. Josh. 5:1; Deut. 1:7; cf. Gen. 15:18. See also Gen. 10:19, where the territory of 
the Canaanites runs from Sidon to Gaza. At Obad. 1:20, the Canaanites possess land as 
far as Sarepta. On Josh. 13:3-4, a passage confused by multiple later supplements, see 
Nelson (1997, 164-66). For a counterexample, see Num. 13:17, 13:29. 

52. TDOT 7.213. Although at Josh. 5:1 the translation “kings of Phoenicia” does 
seem to map onto a geographical distinction in the Hebrew text between Amorites 
inland and Canaanites on the coast, the other examples do not suggest that the occa- 
sional choice to use “Phoenicia(n)” rather than “Canaan(ite)” in the Bible is related to 
the specific geographical setting of the story involved (and might therefore be a con- 
sidered a gloss rather than a translation): see Exod. 16:35 and Josh. 5:12. The woman 
in the recurring phrase “and Saul the son of the Canaanite woman” is translated into 
Greek both by “Canaanite woman” (Gen. 46:10) and “Phoenician woman” (Exod. 6:15). 

53. Euseb. Praep. Evang. 1.10.39 = BN} 790 F 2; see Baumgarten (1981, 232-35) on 
the difficulties of the text here. This tradition may go back to Alexander Polyhistor, 
writing in the first century BCE, who attributed to one Eupolemus (the name of a 
Jewish historian of the second century BCE) a supposedly Babylonian version of the 
Table of the Nations in which he says that Ham begot Chanaan, “who was the father 
of the Phoenicians” (Euseb. Praep. Evang. 9.17.9 = BN} 724 F 1), although this phrase 
may simply mean that the people the Greeks called Phoenicians were a subset of the 
Hebrew Bible’s Canaanites. On “pseudo-Eupolemos,” see Gruen (1998, 146-50). 

54. Hdn. On Peculiar Style, 2.912.23—913.2 Lentz. The widespread view that Hekataios 
of Miletus first said this in the sixth century BCE rests solely on Herodian’s citation 
of Hekataios for a different and unrelated point. BNJ 1 (Hekataios) F 21 translates the 
relevant passage as follows: “No feminine word of more than one syllable ending in 
-na has a circumflex accent on that syllable, with the sole exception of ‘Athena’ . . . but 
someone could object that ‘Danae’ (Aavé&) is pronounced that way in Hekataios: ‘Zeus 
has intercourse with Danae. One should know that this practice in Hekataios is in ac- 
cordance with the usage of the Phoenicians, as he himself says, as it was not yet in fact 
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common practice among Attic writers or in normal usage. .. . 1 added ‘words of more 
than one syllable’ so that we might avoid the exceptions of the common word ‘mina’ 
(uv) and... ‘Chna’ (Xvi), the original name of Phoenicia, which has been imported 
from abroad.” The distinction between Hekataios’s contribution and Herodian’s addi- 
tion is also quite clear in Jacoby’s edition of the fragments of Hekataios. Cf. the Byzan- 
tine grammarian Choiroboscos, later still: “Chnas, from Chna (which is what Agenor 
was called, and from that Phoenicia is called Ochna)” (Bekker 1814, 1181). 

55. City: Frankenstein (1979, 288); Baurain (1986, 20); Xella (1995, 246, 249, and 
with a useful collection of references to people from the coastal cities from the Ugarit 
archives at 257-59); Niemeyer (2000, 93); Sommer (2010, 115). Family: Bordreuil and 
Ferjaoui (1988, 137-39). 

56. Some of these were simply “found” on the antiquities market, but others are 
from the Bekaa valley and (reportedly) the area of Bethlehem in Palestine: Réllig 
(1995); J. Elayi (2005a); Lemaire (2012, 6-11). 

57. For Phoenicians abroad, see Bunnens (1979) (focusing on the textual evidence); 
Lipinski (2004). 

58. RES no. 604 (H’RWDY) (m.) and 1226 (H’-RWDT) (f.), both from the Bordj Djedid 
necropolis. There are many other examples, in addition to those already noted in 
note 31 above, such as “the Carthaginian,” CISem. I no. 86B, HORTHDSTY, fourth cen- 
tury, from Kition; one Kitian man, or ’S KTY, from Carthage (RES no. 1225 = ClSem. I 
no. 5997), as well as HKTY (m.), fourth to third century, from Demetrias (Réllig 1972, 
no. 3, a bilingual with Masson 1969, no. 3, translating Kitévc); a third-century Sido- 
nian (SYDN[Y]) (m.) from Demetrias (R6llig 1972, no. 1, a bilingual with Masson 1969 
no. 4, translating t5}a@vioc). All dates given here are based on letter forms. Adjec- 
tives seem to be the norm for expressing civic identity (although the Kitian examples 
ending with “Y” are somewhat ambiguous), but the construct phrase “man of Sidon” 
(’S SDN) is also frequently found, especially at Carthage. This (often, at least) seems 
to be a special case with the meaning “freedperson”: not only is it in at least one case 
used of a woman (CISem. I, no. 281; cf. 279-80 where the phrase is restored), but it can 
be found in the phrase °S SDN BD ’DNY BD [personal name]: “Man of Sidon, emanci- 
pated by her/his master, emancipated by [personal name]” (CISem. I nos. 269, 272, 276, 
280): see further Février [1951-52); DNWSIs.v. SDN). 

59. CISem. I no. 265; KAI no. 19 = TSS no. 31, |. 3 (222 BCE, found i in Lebanon; 
Hammon is modern Umm el- ‘Amed); cf. KAT’ no. 56 (of Byzantium); KAT no. 137, 1.1 
(of Thinissut, Roman period); KAI no. 101, 1.1 (of Thugga, second century BCE); EH 
no. 102 = KAI’ no. 116 (of >Y‘RM, third to second century BCE, discussed above). See 
Sznycer (1975, 59-64) for further references and for discussion of the formal, political 
sense in which ‘M is used in these inscriptions (perhaps, he suggests, “assembly of the 
people”); see also DNWSIs.v. “M, (p. 866). 

60. KAI no. 68 (Olbia, third century) and ClSem. I no. 3778 = KAI no. 78 (Carthage). 
For the more general Phoenician norm of going back several generations in inscrip- 
tions, see Crouzet (2012, 41). Where the person was a slave (abd), the ancestors of the 
owner are listed (e.g., CISem. I no. 236). 

61. lowe this suggestion to Angelos Chaniotis, with thanks; it would be equivalent 
to the claim that one’s ancestors were on the Mayflower. 

62. The classic discussion is Bordreuil and Ferjaoui (1988), countering on 140-41 
arguments that these are personal names rather than references to civic origin. Anew 
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catalogue has been published by Amadasi Guzzo (2012a), to which should be added 
the “son of Tyre” reported in Ferjaoui (2008b) (as noted at Amadasi Guzzo [2012b]). 
“Sons of Tyre” is now the name of a Masonic lodge in Texas. 

63. Bordreuil and Ferjaoui (1988, 137); for some sons of the land of Canaan, see 
AT 181.9 (Wiseman 1954, 11), and Ugaritica V 111-13, 389, no. 36 B 6-8 (DUMU.MES 
KUR Ki-na~i/ Ki-na~a,), transliterated, translated, and discussed in Rainey (1996, 5), 
with Ps. 45:13 for a daughter of Tyre. “Sons” and “daughters” of cities are also found 
in Greek epigraphic contexts from the later Hellenistic period (Hemelrijk 2015, 252- 
53, with earlier bibliography), although the connections between this practice and the 
earlier Near Eastern one are unclear. 

64. Ferjaoui (2008b). 

65. Prag (2006, 25n108) for the references, not all of which are certain. 

66. Prag (2013, 41-45). Cf. Malkin (2011, 117-18) on the emergence of “Sikel” iden- 
tity among non-Greeks in the fifth century. Prag also notes one possible “Sicilian” at 
Carthage (CISem. I no. 4945), although the word HSQLNY is unparalleled and difficult 
to interpret. 

67. For Phoenicians in the Aegean from the fourth century onward, see Baslez 
(1987); Grainger (1991, 205-16). 

68. For self-descriptions as Sidonian, see the inscription discussed above erected by 
Domseleh the Sidonian (SDNY) for an Ashkelonite (SKLNY); and ClSem. I no. 119 = 
KAT no. 59 (SDNT [f.], third century, Athens, a bilingual translating Xidevia). For 
the Athenian evidence in general, see Babler (1998, 119-55); Lipinski (2004, 169-73). 

69. IGIP no. 141 = Syll? no. 185 = RO no. 21. The exact date is disputed: see Rhodes 
and Osborne (2003, 89-90). 

70. IGIP no. 343 = IGIP 1 no. 379. 

71. The bulk of the text is in Phoenician (KAT no. 60 = TSSI Il no. 41); the 
concluding lines are in Greek: IG II’ no. 2946. Both are printed in KAI, TSSI, and 
Ameling (1990), all with useful discussion; the dating is by letter forms. See also Baslez 
(1988, 147), pointing out how difficult it is for this group to render their own institu- 
tions in Phoenician, suggesting that they have not deliberately preserved homeland 
customs in their communal practices (Baslez and Briquel-Chatonnet 1991a, 1991b; 
Lipinski 2004, 171-72). 

72. IG no. 342 = IGIP 1 no. 468, with Walbank (1985), and for the theory, J. Stager 
(2005, 444). 

73. IKition no. 159 = IG Il’ no. 337, ll. 42-45. Baslez (2013, 234n27) points out that 
members of this group do not appear to be organized into a formal association. 

74. IKition no. 160 (Aristoklea); cf. no. 161 (fragmentary); for epitaphs of “Kitians” 
found in Piraeus, including four bilingual examples, see [Kition nos. 162-68. Much 
useful bibliography can be found in Parker (1996, 160n29). 

75. Dale and Ellis-Evans (2011, 195), discussing IG II’ no. 1290 (mid-third century 
BCE) and SEG 52 no. 135 (334/3?). See Lipinski (2004, 37-107) for the Phoenician evi- 
dence from Cyprus. 

76. CISem. I no. 114 = IDélos no. 50. 

77. Syll? no. 391 = Bagnall and Derow (2004, no. 73). On Philocles, see Hauben 
(1987). The phrase “king of the Sidonians” follows the norms of Greek rather than 
Phoenician, discussed further below, in that it names the king’s subjects rather than 
his city. 
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78. IDélos no. 313 a 34. 

79. There is a very clear account of the context at Kay (2014, 199-201). 

80. Tréheux (1992); Lipinski (2004, 166-68). 

81. IDélos no. 1519 (a sanctuary of Melgart established by the association of the 
Tyrians); cf. no. 1720 (a dedication to Poseidon of Ashkelon set up by Philostratos). 

82. Baslez (2013, 230n10), with references. 

83. Baslez (1987, 284). 

84. IG X14 no. 1114, with Baslez (2013, 230). 

85. IDélos no. 1543, with Baslez (1987, 27659) for the suggested reading. 

86. IDélos no. 1519. 

87. IDélos no. 1520, with nos. 1772-82 for other honors and dedications connected 
with this group. For the date, see Robert (1973, 487), and for the meaning of the term 
endocheis, connected with import-export activity, see Baslez (1987, 276-79). On IDélos 
nos. 1519-20, see Hasenohr (2007, 79-80); Baslez (2013, 232-33). 

88. [Délos no. 1782. See Grainger (1991, 208) on the varying uses of “Laodikeia in 
Phoenicia” and “Berytos” in Delian inscriptions. These associations may relate to the 
Levantine institution of the marzeah, a social and funerary club rather like English 
“friendly societies” (K. Stern 2007). 

89. Baslez (1987, 283-84); Lipiriski (2004, 167-68); Hasenohr (2007, 78). 

90. On Philostratos, see Mancinetti Santamaria (1982), with references. 

91. It has been suggested that the Italian “Poseidoniasts, “Hermaiasts,” 
“Apolloniasts,” and “Competaliasts” found in inscriptions are different subgroups or 
magistrates within one Italian association rather than four separate ones (Hasenohr 
2007, with earlier bibliography), but the important point for my purposes is their 
overall identification as Italian rather than as members of individual cities. 

92. Hasenohr (2007, 81-88) emphasizes the institutional similarities between the 
associations and physical buildings of the Italians and the Poseidoniasts of Beirut on 
Delos, as well as noting some interesting differences. 

93. See DuSek (2012, 75-79) for these inscriptions and their interpretation, with 
references and earlier bibliography. 

94. Baslez (2013, 231). 

95. For the relevant mid-second-century inscriptions, see Baslez (2013, 234n30). 

96. IDélos no. 2612. For counterexamples see [Délos 1694-6; 1698 

97. Grainger (1991, 110). 

98. SEG 18 no. 450. 

99. Thomas (1989, 156-59); Hansen (1996, 171). One unusual exception is 
Heropythos of Chios, whose fifth-century tombstone gives fourteen generations of 
ancestry going back to a “Kyprios” (GDI no. 5656, missing a generation; for the correct 
text, see Jeffery (1990, 414 [no. 47])). Rosalind Thomas (1989, 191n96) raises the pos- 
sibility that this character was from a non-Greek background; I thank her for discus- 
sion of these issues. Compare, in the same period, Herodotus’s claim that Hekataios (a 
genealogist, as Thomas points out [1989, 160]) once traced his family tree back sixteen 
generations to a god (2.143), and Plato on the kind of people who can cite twenty-five 
generations of their family back to Herakles (Tht. 175a); neither account is polite, and 
Thomas notes that such reports are unusual (159). For (still exceptional) examples of 
such “genealogical bookkeeping” in Greek in the Roman period (first to third cen- 
turies CE), see van Nijf (2010, 171-74) on Termessus; the eight generation ancestry 
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of Klearchos of Cyrene, going back to a Battos (GDI no. 4859, discussed by Thomas 
[1989, 159n9]); and the twelve generation genealogy of Licinnia Flavilla recorded at 
Oinoanda (Hall, Milner, and Coulton 1996, with SEG 46 no. 1709 for the text). Latin 
inscriptions normally only give filiation (Adams 2003, 214), though this occasionally 
extends to three, or in the imperial period four, generations (Hekster 2015, 192-93). 

100. Hansen (1996). 

101. Byblos: KAI’ nos. 1, 4, 6, 7, 9, 10. Kition: RES no. 453, and KAI’ nos. 32 (where 
he is also king of Idalion and Tamessos) and 38 (in which he is also king of Idalion). 
Sidons: KAI’ no. 14. The only exceptions occur in the Phoenician texts of bilingual 
inscriptions (with Luwian) from Cinekéy, Zincirli, and Karatepe, well north of “Phoe- 
nicia” proper (Amadasi Guzzo 2013, 262). It is often claimed that the Phoenician term 
SDNM means “the Sidonians, which would mean that in this case they used the 
Greek norm in both languages, but Maria Giulia Amadasi Guzzo has recently pointed 
out that we should expect the “ethnic” plural in Phoenician to be SDNYM, and that 
the word is in fact spelled that way when it is certainly a reference to a community 
rather than a place (KAD no. 60 = TSSIII no. 41, recording a decree of the SDNYM). 
SDNM is therefore better read as a plural or dual form of the city’s name, and we do 
in fact have evidence from Phoenician inscriptions of the Persian period for a num- 
ber of “subcities” of Sidon, including ‘ ‘Greater Sidon,’ “Smaller Sidon,’ “Sidon of the 
Sea,” and “Sidon of the Fields” (e.g., KAT no. 15). An exceptional third-century BCE 
dedication found on Cos, made by the son of Abdalonymos, calls him “King of the 
Sidonians” (MLK SDNYM; interestingly, the parallel Greek text has “King of Sidon”), 
but Amadasi Guzzo (2013, 263) suggests that this is a late and unusual spelling of the 
plural “Sidons.” 

102. IG I’ no. 141 = RO no. 21. If the “people of Sidon” in the dating formula of 
the later inscription from Piraeus discussed above commemorating the crowning of 
a local official are those of the mother city—although the only known Sidonian era 
began in 111 BCE, likely to be considerably later than this inscription (see TSSI ad 
loc.)—it would provide an interesting counterexample. 

103. The one exception is a shekel issued at Tyre in the first half of the fourth cen- 
tury, of which we have only two specimens, and on which the king’s name is briefly 
replaced by the toponym of the city: SR (J. Elayi and A. Elayi 2009, type II.1.2.1.d, with 
discussion on p. 232). 

104. KAT no. 60 = TSSIII no. 41, 1.2 with. IG I’-Ill, 2946. 

105. ClSem. I nos. 122 and 122 bis = KAI no. 47 = ICO Malta no. 1-1 bis = IG XIV 
no. 600. Punic text: L.DNN LMLORT B‘L SR °5 NDR ‘BDK ‘BD°SR W°HY °SRSMR SN 
BN °SRSMR BN ‘BD’SR K SM‘ QLM YBRKM. Greek text: Atovictog Kai Sapaniov 
oi Lapaniwvoc Tbptot HpakAei apynyétet. Amadasi Guzzo and Rossignani (2002) is 
a thorough recent treatment, and there are useful brief comments by Yarrow (2013, 
357-58) and Bonnet (2015, 289-90). It is worth noting that the fact that the inscrip- 
tion came to light on Malta in the late seventeenth century does not prove that it was 
originally erected or excavated there: see Amadasi Guzzo and Rossignani (2002, 6-18) 
for a judicious discussion of the evidence. 

106. The use of the word archegetes seems to be paralleled in the Greek inscription 
put up on Delos by the “Herakleists of Tyre” in 153 BCE, which describes “Herakles” 
as the archegos tes patridos, or “founder of the fatherland”: [Délos 1519, with Bonnet 
(1988, 372). 
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107. Hdt. 2.178; Thuc. 6.3.1, with Malkin (2011, 101-6). 

108. Hdt. 2.112. By contrast, the Karians based at Memphis lived and worshipped 
in a collective Karikon: Malkin (2011, 89). 

109. Bowden (1996, 22-23) for the evidence and its problems, with Malkin (2011, 91). 


CHAPTER 3. SEA PEOPLE 


1. The classic text on the emic/etic distinction, formulated in relation to the study 
of language, is Pike (1967, esp. 37-42). On emic and etic labels in the ancient world, see 
Demetriou (2012, 9-10), with earlier bibliography. Arguing for the prime importance 
of emic definitions: Shennan (1989, 14); J. Hall (2002, 9). Giuseppe Garbati has noted 
this “cambiamento di prospettiva” in more recent Phoenician studies (2012, 160). 

2. See Eriksen (2010, 77-78) for the importance of external ascriptions in the cre- 
ation of ethnicity. 

3. See Lucy (2005, 95-96) on the problems of the emic vs. etic distinction, given 
that the construction of ethnic identity often “should be seen as a dialectic .. . rather 
than a simple binary opposition” (96). Pike himself emphasized that the distinction 
between emic and etic descriptions was not a dichotomy (Pike 1967, 41-42; cf. South- 
wood 2012, 97n54). 

4. The idea that the Greek word “Phoenician” derives from an Egyptian term of the 
same meaning (fenkhu) is not accepted by most scholars: see, for instance, R. Edwards 
(1979, 94n88); Aubet (2001, 9). 

5. Ahigar |. 207: for this text, see Porten and Yardeni (1993, 24-53). 

6. Bagg (2011, 29), with references; see 19-41 for the bigger picture. 

7. Van Seters (1972, 67). 

8. Hdt. 7.89.2. Although Greek authors use “Erythrean Sea” to mean the Indian 
Ocean in general, this is probably a reference to the Persian Gulf. For a more specific 
claim that Tyre and Arados were colonies of islands in the Persian Gulf with the same 
names (and with “temples like those of the Phoenicians”), see Strabo 16.3.4, who says 
that this was the view of the inhabitants of those islands rather than the putative 
colonists. At 16.4.27 and 1.2.35, Strabo himself is skeptical of such a claim in relation 
to Sidon, noting that there is a contrary claim putting Phoenician settlements in the 
Gulf. For another report of Tyrian origins in the Erythrean Sea, see Pliny HN 4.120. 
See Salles (1993) for an optimistic account of the plausibility of such accounts, which 
is not at issue here. Just. Epit. 18.3.2—5 reports a different and more complicated migra- 
tion story, but without a source or a specific starting point. 

9. Malkin (2011, 213); cf. Malkin (2001b, 11, 15) on the biblical Exodus and the role 
of constitutive fictions such as the return of the Heraklids among Greeks, and Malkin 
(2011, 61) on Thucydides’s comment that “before the Trojan War Hellas seems to have 
engaged in nothing in common” (1.3.1). 

10. Hdt. 1.1.1. 

11. Fehling (1989, esp. 50-57) on 1.1-5, with Asheri et al. (2007, ad loc.); Fehling 
dismisses Herodotus’s claim at 7.89.2 as “probably no more than an invention’ (1989, 36). 

12. Hdt. 2.44. 

13. Hdt. 3.19. 

14. Such an understanding in the sixth or fifth century need not have reflected 
the precise historical events and relationships of the migration period, which I will 
explore further in the next section. 
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15. Mitchell (2007, 182-84), with additional observations at Beekes (2004, 167-69); cf. 
R. Edwards (1979, 65-86) and Gruen (2011, 233n62). Gruen (2011, 234n67) collects bib- 
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aries as porous. See also Eriksen (2010), esp. 79-80 on “we-hood” and “us-hood” 
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the latter noting that ethnicity should nonetheless be studied alongside other social 
identities rather than in isolation. 

53. Mac Sweeney (2009, 104). 

54. Bispham (2013, 47). One phrase I deliberately avoid in this book is “cultural 
identity,’ since that term is regularly used in two quite different ways: on the one hand, 
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Schmidt-Dounas (1985); Langer-Karrenbrock (2000). See also the more comprehensive 
treatment in Ferron (1993). The original publication of the excavation, with beautiful 
plates, is Hamdi and Reinach (1892). 

63. Thanks to Susan Hitch for this observation. 

64. S. Hall (1990); Quinn (201 1a). 

65. See Brubaker and Cooper (2000, 15), on the difference between relational and 
categorical identification, with 14-17 more generally on cultural identification. I am 
grateful to Tamar Hodos and S. Rebecca Martin for discussion of these matters. 

66. Frede (2000); Lembke (2001, esp. 50-56); Fontan and Le Meaux (2007, 153-57). 

67. Lembke (2001, 121-44). 

68. Martin (2017, 132, 136). 

69. Dixon (2013, 543). The famous sarcophagus of Ahiram from Byblos is the only 
tomb of this type found in the region that pre-dates the Persian period, going back to 
perhaps the twelfth or thirteenth century BCE. 

70. Bénichou-Safar (1982, 132-35); Tore (1995, 471-73); Frede (2000, 134-49); 
Lembke (2001, 56-79); Morstadt (2015, 98). 

71. Oggiano (2005, 1034-35; 2008, 291-92; 2012, 195). 

72. Oggiano (2016, 169). 

73. IG IP no. 468 = IG II? no. 342, with rather speculative commentary by Walbank 
(1985). 

74. Livy 34.61, with quotations from sections 7 and 12-13. I thank Bruce Hitchner 
for drawing my attention to this passage. 

75. Briscoe (1981, 141). 
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as seen through onomastics, see Ferjaoui (1991; 1999, 78-81); Xella (2008, 76-78); 
Crouzet (2012, 41-46). 

110. There are exceptions: Sardinia saw very little contact between colonies and 
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Punic coinage at many other eastern Sicilian sites (77), she also notes the possibility 
that some of it was destroyed by Romans. Garbati (2006, 132) traces the extension of 
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Notes to Chapter 4 + 239 


125. For rare examples of Greek-language “Panormus,’ see Jenkins (1971), Panor- 
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nial middle ground” model for the interpretation of relations between Greeks, Etrus- 
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137. Jenkins (1974, series 1). 

138. Contra, see Jenkins (1974, 27), objecting to the “rather over-ingenious sug- 
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bases for mutual identification among Phoenician speakers based on occupation or 
migration, which could in both cases involve social groups of people from very differ- 
ent places, languages, and cultures (2010, 127). 


CHAPTER 5. THE CIRCLE OF THE TOPHET 


1. Diod. Sic. 20.14.1-6; cf. Lactant. Div. Inst. 1.21.13. 
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23. Hadrumetum: Cintas (1948); McCarty (2011). For the latest dating, see D’Andrea 
and Giardino (2011, 136n27), though cf. McCarty (2011, 208n20) on the promised re- 
vision of the chronology by Wafa Messaoudi. Tharros: Acquaro (1989), with earlier 
bibliography. The dating is seventh century: Spanu and Zucca (2011, 46-48). Nora: 
Moscati (1992b, 24-25). Monte Sirai: Bondi (1995), with earlier bibliography. 

24. Pani Loriga: Barreca (1966, 163). Bithia: Moscati (1992b, 31-33). Karales: Tron- 
chetti (1990, 13); Moscati (1992b, 24). I consider Bithia and Karales likely candidates; 
Pani Loriga must await further investigation. 

25. Seven of these markers are presented in Di Stefano (1993, 39-40); an eighth 
is discussed by Bisi (1967, 50-51). There is an overview in Moscati (1987, 145-46). 
A single unprovenanced stele with a dedication to Baal Hamon and Tinnit, now in 
Palermo, is not evidence for a tophet there (De Simone 1997). 

26. Amadasi Guzzo (2002, 99); Amadasi Guzzo and Zamora Lopez (2013, esp. figs. 4—7). 

27. van Dommelen (2005, 149). 

28. Continuities: Bénichou-Safar (2004, 98, 123-24). Child sacrifice in the Levant: 
Lipinski (1988); Aubet (2001, 246-48); Stavrakopoulou (2004, 141-299); Finsterbusch 
(2007); Lange (2007). See Xella (2012a, 4-5) for a convenient summary of the biblical 
sources. 

29. Curt. 4.3.23. For possible demographic motivations, see L.Stager and Wolff (1984). 

30. Xella (2010, 261). An attempt to identify a tophet at Tyre (Conheeney and Pipe 
1991; Sader 1991; Seeden 1991) was comprehensively refuted (Amadasi Guzzo [1993]; 
Bartoloni [1993]; Moscati [1993b]): the cremated remains were of adults, not children. 

31. Bonnet (2011a; 2011b); Quinn (2011a). 

32. S. Hall (1990, 226-27). 

33. Bonnet (2011b, 382). 

34. See Xella (1991, 34-42, 157-60) for a survey of Baal Hammon’s appearances in 
the east, and see also Bordreuil (1986) for the amulet, dated by letter forms. 

35. Berthier and Charlier (1955, 167 [cat. 1 GR] and 168-9 [cat. 3 GR]), giving her 
name as OwviO and Oevverd. 

36. Pritchard (1982). 

37. Bordreuil (1987, 80-81), to which one might add a Tyrian example of appar- 
ently seventh- to sixth-century date (Sader 2005, no. 13). 

38. Garbati (2013, 56-59; 2015a, 343-45). 

39. Serv. ad Aen. 4.680, with Garbati (2013, 55). 

40. CISem. I no. 3914; for interpretation and bibliography, see Bordreuil (1987, 79-80). 

41. For the ninth-century dating of the settlement at Huelva, see Gonzalez de 
Canales et al. (2004), summarized in English in Gonzalez de Canales et al. (2006): out 
of 8,009 pottery fragments analyzed, about half were local and half in the “Phoenician 
tradition,” although it is not clear if these were imports or of local manufacture. There 
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were, by contrast, 33 fragments of Greek pottery. The earliest pottery recovered in 
the current Tunisian-Spanish excavations at Utica probably points to a ninth-century 
date, perhaps as early as Huelva and certainly before the earliest ceramic evidence 
so far found at Carthage (Lopez Castro et al. 2014, 206). Recent bibliography for the 
early-eighth-century settlements at Lixus and at Castillo de Dofia Blanca near Gadir 
is conveniently collected in Maraoui Telmini et al. (2014, 142-44); new evidence for 
a ninth-century date for the settlement of Gadir itself is discussed by Celestino and 
Lopez-Ruiz (2016, 141). 

42. Strabo 3.5.3. On the location of this sanctuary, see Maya Torcelly et al. (2014). 

43. Acquaro (1989, 15-16). 

44. Darius: Just. Epit. 19.1.10. It is unclear that Darius had any relevant jurisdic- 
tion, and in the same communication he requests an alliance (19.1.12). Prag (2010, 57) 
sees this as a doublet for the incident involving Gelon, for which see Plut. Mor. 175 A 
and 552 A, and Theophrastus fr. 586 Fortenbaugh apud Schol. Pind. Pyth. 2.2. I have 
suggested in the past that the coincidence in Diodorus’s account that the rite is cel- 
ebrated with unusual fervor under attack from Gelon’s own city of Syracuse might 
point to its artifice (Quinn 2011a, 404n10); I now wonder if it might as easily reflect 
the Carthaginians’ sense of an appropriate response to earlier Syracusan interference. 
Iphikrates: Porph. Abst. 2.56. 

45. L. Stager (1980, 4-5), also discussed at Melchiorri (2013, 229). 

46. D’Andrea and Giardino (2011) discuss the versions of this thesis proposed by 
Aubet, Acquaro, Bernardini, and Moscati at length, with useful commentary in par- 
ticular on the eccentricities of the last listed (134-36). Paolo Bernardini has recently 
proposed an attractive model of Levantine migration based not on the existence of 
separate regions inhabited by settlers with different aims, but on a settlement hierar- 
chy across the colonial west, with Gadir, Carthage, Sulcis, and Motya all picked out 
as particularly important settlements controlling and coordinating the activities of 
smaller mercantile centers (Bernardini 2013). 

47. Bechtold (2008, 75) (on Carthage); van Dommelen and Gémez Bellard (2008b, 
232-33). This is also true of contemporary Greek colonies in southern Italy: see van 
Dommelen (2005, 147). 

48. Arnaud (2005, 154-55), with 152-53 on the problems of the alternative routes 
of the Straits of Messina and Bonifaccio, and 158-60 for some example of specific 
journey-times; Vella (2005, 444), for Malta’s strategic value. 

49. van Dommelen and Gomez Bellard (2008b, 174-77). 

50. D’Andrea and Giardino (2011, 139-40). 

51. 2 Kings 23:10. Josiah’s moral message is somewhat undermined by the fact that 
at the same time he himself sacrificed the priests of cults other than Yahweh’s (2 Kings 
23:20), and his ban was not especially successful, since there are continued references 
to the practice. I thank Brian Schmidt for discussion of this passage. 

52. Euseb. Praep. evang. 4.6.11 = Philo BN}790 F 3b. 

53. Just. Epit. 18.4—6. The social and religious connections implied by the possible 
existence of a tophet at Amathus, discussed in note 22 above, would find an interest- 
ing echo in the episode related by Justin in which Elissa’s boat picks up a priest and 
eighty young women from Cyprus on the way from Tyre to Carthage. 

54. I thank Joseph Greene for suggesting this to me after one of my lectures at Tufts. 

55. Shepherd (1995). 
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56. On the history and culture of the M’zabites, see Enc. Berb. s.v. M’zab; Bierschenk 
(1988); J. Miller (1994); Brett and Fentress (1996). I thank Elizabeth Fentress for sug- 
gesting this avenue of investigation and helping me make sense of it. 

57. Polyb. 3.22. 

58. E.g., Bernardini (1996, 34); Aubet (2001, 255; 2009, 266); Acquaro (2002, 87). 

59. Maraoui Telmini et al. (2014). 

60. van Dommelen and Gomez Bellard (2008b, 237). 

61. Ciasca (2002, 124-26). There are exceptions: the likely tophet at Karales would 
have been on the coast to the west of the town. 

62. For Hadrumetum, see Bénichou-Safar (2010). 

63. Bénichou-Safar (2004, 34-66); Bernardini (2005b, 59-60; 2008, 645-49). 

64. For more detail on the stratigraphy and development of the markers at Car- 
thage, see Quinn (2011a). 

65. Bisi (1967, 23-48; 1971); Moscati (1986, 86-88); Oggiano (2008); Quinn (2011a, 
392-96). Baetyls: Mettinger (1995); P. Stewart (2008). 

66. On the figurines of women in the east, see E. Stern (2010, 11-15). 

67. One example of the bottle idol appears on an undated stele from Akhziv: see 
Moscati (1965). See Dridi (2004) on the chronology of bottle idol and attempts at inter- 
pretation. On the chronology and (more briefly) interpretation of the lozenge motif, 
see Ruiu (2000). 

68. Summary of examples and bibliography at Lipinski (1995, 211-13). 

69. Tophet markers have attracted much scholarly attention and a large bibliogra- 
phy: useful summaries include Bisi (1967) and (much more briefly) Moscati (1992c). 

70. Ciasca (1992, 135). 

71. For more detail and full references, see Quinn (2013b, 35-6). 

72. The relevant datasets for Sulcis (n = 825) are taken from Bartoloni (1976), 
and for Carthage from Bartoloni (1986) (n = 628) and Brown (1991) (n = 612). Gaif- 
man (2008) points out that the term “baetyl” can be misleading, especially when 
applied indiscriminately to any kind of aniconic object or monument found in the 
Near East. 

73. Carthage: Bartoloni (1986). Motya: Moscati and Uberti (1981). Tharros: Moscati 
and Uberti (1985). Nora: Moscati and Uberti (1970). For fuller data and references, see 
Quinn (2013b, 37). 

74. The Hadrumetum markers have never been fully published, but there are par- 
tial presentations by Cintas (1948); Bisi (1967); Moscati (1996) (with new material), 
and see, more recently, Bénichou-Safar (2010); Fantar (2012). See also McCarty (2011) 
for a fuller account of the problems involved in assessing the published evidence 
from Hadrumetum; Quinn (2013b, 38-9) for a fuller account of the observations 
presented here. 

75. Enthroned deity: McCarty (2011, 217-18). Triple baetyls: Cintas (1948, 24); cf. 
Moscati and Uberti (1970, 34-35); Moscati and Uberti (1985, 78); Moscati (1996, 251). 

76. Moscati (1966a, 198); Moscati and Uberti (1981, 45-46, 50-51). 

77. Moscati and Uberti (1981, 62); Bondi (1996: 77-78). 

78. Thrones: Moscati and Uberti (1981, 55, nos. 1004 [with seated figure], 1010) 
Quotation: Moscati (1967, 63-4). 

79. Malkin (2011, 26-27). 

80. Ciasca (1992, 139). 
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81. Bondi (1995, 230). For the limited impact of republican Roman imperialism on 
the island, we might compare the evidence from a Sardinian rural survey that shows 
striking continuity in settlement patterns and in sites themselves from the late fifth to 
the first centuries BCE (van Dommelen and Gomez Bellard 2008b, 172). 

82. Quinn (2011a, 396-98) for more on this visual shift and its eastern models. 

83. Shelby Brown has tried to explain the differences in quality and thickness of the 
markers by proposing a general deterioration in quality during the Punic Wars, owing to 
increasing economic problems faced by the city over that period (Brown 1991, 74, 82-89, 
108, 113-16). I see no reason to interpret the differences as representing change over 
time, rather than a range of economic choices, especially as all the evidence now points 
to increasing prosperity at Carthage in this period: see further discussion at Quinn 
(2011a, 399-400). 

84. Brown (1991). Among the earlier markers there are some leafy branches that 
also seem likely to be from palms: see, for instance, Bartoloni (1976, nos. 572, 597). 
There are also two palm trees on markers from Cirta, one sketched, the other very 
stylized, and neither much like those found at Carthage but both placed at the center 
of the visual field: EH pl. XX, A; XXII, C; see also Bertrandy and Sznycer (1987, 68-69). 
For occasional palm branches at Hadrumetum, see Moscati (1996, cat. B, discussed 
on 254); Fantar (2012, 101). Elsewhere, one marker each from Motya (Moscati and 
Uberti 1981, no. 318) and Monte Sirai (Bondi 1972, no. 55) have palms topped with 
lunettes standing in for columns of the framing shrine. Bartoloni (1986, no. 1234) is a 
very fragmentary possible depiction of a palm from Sulcis. The palm also features on 
contemporary razors from Carthage: Acquaro (1971, 87, 91, 92). 

85. Ferjaoui (1991). 

86. Bénichou-Safar (2004, 105-6, with 115, 118). 

87. Lancel (1995, 117-20). Polybius claims that by the later third century, the voice 
of the people had become predominant in the city’s deliberations (6.51). 

88. Greene (1992); Greene and Kehoe (1995). On the methodology of this survey, 
see Quinn (2003, 12n23). 

89. In addition to the examples discussed here, see Quinn (2013b) for discussion of 
the stelai found at Lilybaeum, founded from Carthage after the destruction of nearby 
Motya (Diod. Sic. 22.10.4), and the connections they make with both Carthage and 
Hadrumetum. Since it is not certain that these come from a tophet (see note 25 above), 
I have left them out of the discussion here. 

90. App. Pun. 94. 

91. Moscati (1996, stele S). 

92. Bertrandy and Sznycer (1987, 88-91). For this sanctuary in general, and for cat- 
alogues of its markers, see Berthier and Charlier (1955); Bertrandy and Sznycer (1987). 

93. McCarty and Quinn (2015, 177). 

94, Bertrandy (1993, 7). 

95. Cf. Brown (1991, 111). 

96. Bertrandy (1993, 7). 

97. On the interpretation of this phrase, see Amadasi Guzzo (2007-8, 350-53). 

98. A grandfather is sometimes added: Bertrandy and Sznycer (1987, 84). 

99. Moscati and Uberti (1985, 51-57); see also Moscati and Uberti (1970, 43-45) 
(where the argument is based on style). 

100. Markers from Monte Sirai: Bondi (1972, 1980). 
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101. Polyb. 3.24.11; cf. 3.22.9. A notoriously obscure passage in Pseudo-Aristotle 
mentioning a ban on the planting of fruit trees on the island may also be relevant 
([Arist.] Mir. ausc. 100). Whittaker, however, points out that the only Carthaginian 
colonial official after the First Punic War is a boetharch in Sardinia (Whittaker 1978, 
72, on Polyb. 1.79.2). See also Bondi (2008). 


CHAPTER 6. MELQART’S MEDITERRANEAN 


1. Josephus AJ 8.146, where the information is said to come from Tyrian records 
via Menander; cf. Ap. 1.118-19 for the same information. On Melgqart, see Bonnet 
(1986; 1988); Bernardini and Zucca (2005). 

2. On Melqart and Carthage, see Bonnet (1988, 165-86). 

3. Just. Epit. 18.7.7; Curt. 4.3.22, with Diod. Sic. 13.108.4. 

4. Arr. Anab. 2.24.5; Curt. 4.2.10. 

5. Livy 33.48.3. 

6. Polyb. 31.12.12. 

7. Philistos: BNJ 556 F 47, with commentary ad loc. 

8. BNJ 566 F 60 (= Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 1.74.1), with Feeney (2007, 92-95). 

9. BNJ 566 F 82. The story of Elissa’s rejection of the local African king Hiarbas 
involves a reversal of the outcome as well as the gender of standard Greek stories told 
about colonial marriages with (or rapes of) local women, for which see Dougherty 
(1993, 66-76). 

10. App. Pun. 1. 

11. Haegemans (2000, 280-81), suggesting that these were actually from Carthage, 
a more obvious source of “Tyrian” knowledge for a Sicilian historian than Tyre itself, 
with BNJ 566 F 81b = Polyb. 12.28a.3 for Timaeus (where, as Haegemans notes, the 
reading “Tyrian” is not certain). 

12. Foundation story: BN} 783 F 1 = Josephus, Ap. 1.125. Tyrian sources: BNJ 783 
T 3a = Josephus, AJ 8.144; see also T 3b, 3c, F 1, 4 and 7, all from Josephus. On the 
plausibly Carthaginian or Tyrian roots of the story of the foundation of Carthage, see 
also Aubet (2001, 215-17; 2009, 233-34) and Maraoui Telmini et al. (2014), with earlier 
bibliography, including the important reservations noted by Bonnet (2006a, 370-71). 

13. Jenkins (1977, 27), with references, also noting the echo of the murex shell, one 
source of Tyre’s prosperity, in the shape of the headdress. He himself slightly prefers 
an identification with Artemis, who is occasionally depicted in a similar headdress, 
and who would provide a connection with the lion on the reverse, or even Tinnit, on 
the grounds that she appears to be associated with Artemis on a Hellenistic-period 
bilingual inscription from Athens where one “Abdtinnit,’ according to the Phoeni- 
cian text, renders his name as “Artemidoros” in Greek (Jenkins 1977, 28-31, with 
CISem. I no. 116). There is not, however, a regular connection between the imagery 
on the obverse and reverse of Carthaginian coinage, and “gift of Artemis” is hardly a 
straightforward translation of “slave of Tinnit.” 

14. Virg. Aen. 1.338-68 and bk. 4; Just. Epit. 18.4-6. 

15. Just. Epit. 18.5.9. The name of the Byrsa hill in Carthage probably derives in 
fact from the Semitic word BRT, which means “fortress” or “fortified citadel” (Aubet 
2001, 216). See Svenbro and Scheid (1985) for a thorough investigation of this “bursa” 
episode that concludes that it confirms the Greco-Roman origins of the presentation 
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of Dido as an incarnation of “Punic faith” and the whole story as anti-Punic propa- 
ganda (338). It is of course possible that Timaeus did include this detail, but that it was 
of no interest to the compiler of the treatise On Women (as suggested by Svenbro and 
Scheid [1985, 330]), but since it is one of the most dramatic aspects of the tale, and so 
strongly associated with the deceptive stereotype of the Phoenicians, it would have 
been a surprising element to omit. 

16. Just. Epit. 18.4.15 

17. Alvarez Marti-Aguilar (2014, 25-26). For pillars of gold and emerald at Tyre, 
see Hat. 2.44; for the sacred olive, see Ach. Tat. 2.14.5; for bronze pillars at Gadir, see 
Strabo 3.5.5; Porph. Abst. 1.25; Philostratos, Apollonios of Tyana 5.5, who adds that 
there was also the “golden olive of Pygmalion” 

18. Jenkins (1978, 5-35, series 5), with Prag (2011, 4-5); Nitschke (2013, 265-66); 
Yarrow (2013, 354-57). 

19. BT MLQRT: ClSem. I nos. 4890, 4894, 5575; there is also one mention of the god 
in an inscription from the tophet, probably of the third to second century (CISem. I 
no. 5510, with Bonnet [1988, 169—70]). Resucitators: Bonnet (1988, 174-79); Garbati 
(2015b, 40), with references. 

20. Bonnet (1988, 170-71), with references. 

21. Malkin (2005, 243). 

22. Vell. Pat. 1.2.3; for this dating of the earliest Phoenician foundations in the 
west, see also Strabo 1.3.2. While there is no archaeological evidence for settlement at 
these sites at this very early date, late Bronze Age sediments from Spanish gold mines 
have been found in the harbor at Sidon (Demand 2011, 221). 

23. Strabo 3.5.5. The tale may have come down to Strabo from Ephoros (writing 
in the fourth century) or Timaeus (writing in the third): Lasserre (1966, 86), though 
he may simply have gotten it from Posidonius. Pompon. 3.46 also asserts a Tyrian 
foundation. 

24. Schol. Dionys. Per. 454. 

25. Philostratos, Apollonios of Tyana 5.5; Porph. Abst. 1.25; Pompon. 3.46; Sil. 
3.14-60. 

26. Foundation of Utica by Tyrians: Vell. Pat. 1.2.3; see for later encounters Josephus 
Aj 8.146 and Ap. 1.119, where the report is attributed to Menander of Ephesus, and 
Just. Epit. 18.4.2, with [Arist.] Mir. ausc. 134 on the city’s early date. Temple of Apollo: 
Plin. HN 16.216. Shrine at Lixus: Plin. HN 19.63. 

27. Just. Epit. 44.5.1-4: (1) Post regna deinde Hispaniae primi Karthaginienses impe- 
rium provinciae occupavere. (2) Nam cum Gaditani a Tyro, unde et Karthaginiensibus 
origo est, sacra Herculis per quietem iussi in Hispaniam transtulissent urbemque ibi con- 
didissent, invidentibus incrementis novae urbis finitimis Hispaniae populis ac propterea 
Gaditanos bello lacessentibus auxilium consanguineis Karthaginienses misere. (3) Ibi 
felici expeditione et Gaditanos ab iniuria vindicaverunt et maiore iniuria partem provin- 
ciae imperio suo adiecerunt. (4) Postea quoque hortantibus primae expeditionis auspiciis 
Hamilcarem imperatorem cum manu magna ad occupandam provinciam misere. 

28. In Strabo’s account of the foundation of Gadir, the Tyrian founders of the col- 
ony are clearly distinguished from the later Gaditani (3.5.5). 

29. Alvarez Marti-Aguilar (2014, 3-5). 

30. Polyb. 2.1.5-6. 

31. CIL II nos. 1927, 1929. 
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32. Strabo 3.1.7; see Alvarez Marti-Aguilar (2014, 27n19) for frequent confusion 
between Calpe and Carteia. 

33. Sil. 3.1-4. 

34. Just. Epit. 18.5.12. 

35. Alvarez Marti-Aguilar (2014, 20): “una red de ciudades cuyos habitantes recon- 
ocian en Tiro a su madre patria y la fuente de legitimidad politica y religiosa de sus 
propias comunidades, vinculadas por lazos de parentesco a través de la figura de 
Melgart . . . lazos de parentesco que implicaban inherentes obligaciones de auxilio y 
asistencia.” 

36. Nonnus, Dion. 40.469-534. Unfortunately, it is impossible to pin down a date or 
context for Nonnus’s source (Grottanelli 1972; Bonnet 1988, 31-33). Giuseppe Garbati 
suggests that the role that Melqart does play in the foundation story of Carthage, even 
as recorded by Pompeius Trogus in the Augustan period, has been overestimated, 
suggesting plausibly that the phrase sacris Herculis . . . repetitis at Just. Epit. 18.4.15 
should be understood as a reference to Elissa “reinstating” or “recovering” the sacra 
at Tyre, rather than “bringing” them with her to Carthage (2015b, 198). I suspect that 
the traditional reading is still the easiest, but the ambiguity is telling in itself, and 
one wonders to what extent this story is bringing to Carthage elements of tales that 
already existed at Gadir and Tyre itself. 

37. Cf. Garbati (2015b, 200). 

38. ICO Sard 32: LDN L’°LM HQDS MLQRT'‘L HSR. It is possible that the personal 
name MQM found in a fourth-century inscription from Tharros (ICO Sard 24) is not 
only related to the phrase MQM °LM, “Resuscitator of the God? found at Carthage, but 
also to a Melqart cult at Tharros, and perhaps even the ceremony of the egersis: see 
Bonnet (1988, 260-61). A proposed identification of a Melqart sanctuary at Olbia in 
northeastern Sardinia (D’Oriano 1994) is based on an ingenious but very speculative 
juxtaposition of three pieces of evidence: a fragment of a terracotta face of Herakles 
that was found “near” the foundations of an Archaic temple excavated in 1939; frag- 
ments of a life-size, mold-made terracotta statue of Herakles likely to have been of 
the same or similar type that were discovered in the gulf of Olbia in association with 
second-century BCE amphorae; and an almost illegible Latin or neo-Punic painted 
inscription built into the wall of the church that replaced the temple, which might 
contain a vocalized rendering of the Punic MQR as “Makar? 

39. Giuseppe Garbati collects references and earlier bibliography, and a list of simi- 
lar phrases on several second- to first-century inscriptions from Phoenicia itself, most 
from Tyre, which refer to Melqart BSR (“of/on the rock? or simply “in Tyre”): Garbati 
(2012, 162-63, 167; 2015b). Garbati (2012, 161) also discusses a possible earlier (fifth- to 
fourth-century) example but notes that the reading is highly disputed. 

40. Garbati (2012, 168). 

41. See chapter 2 for further discussion. 

42. Strabo 3.5.5; 3.4.6; 3.1.7. 

43. Abdmelgart: Bonnet (1988, 267). Rosh Melgart coinage: Jenkins (1971, 53-69). 
It has been argued that the phrase RS (or RS) MLORT refers not to a city but to a 
group of people known as the “Elect” or “Leaders” of Melqart: see Manfredi (1985), 
with Bonnet (1988, 268n106); Mildenberg (1993). This is hard to reconcile with the 
epigraphic evidence, which includes inscriptions mentioning “the people of Rosh 
Melgart” ((M RSMLQRT) (Lipitiski 1995, 237n107; Amadasi Guzzo 1997). 
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44. Amadasi Guzzo (1997) prefers an identification with Selinus; for a discus- 
sion of the various possibilities, see Bonnet (1988, 267-69), where Carthage’s hege- 
mony over Herakleia Minoa in the relevant period may be understated. For some of 
the vicissitudes of Herakleia Minoa from the mid-fourth to mid-third century, see 
Diod. Sic. 16.9.4 (Carthaginian in 357 BCE; see on this also Plut. Dion 25.5); 19.71.7 
(confirmed as Carthaginian in 314 BCE); 20.56.3 (taken by Agathokles after an un- 
specified period of independence from Carthage in 307 BCE); 22.10.2 (taken from 
the Carthaginians by Pyrrhus in 277 BCE). For the origins of “Minoa” as a colony of 
Selinus, see Hdt. 5.46. The available evidence suggests that it acquired its additional 
Greek name of Herakleia when it was taken over by the Spartan Dorieus’s supporter 
Euryleon in the late sixth century: Herodotus says that Dorieus intended to found 
a colony called Herakleia (5.43), and Diodorus says in a confused passage that he 
actually did (4.23). 

45. Ptol. Geog. 4.3.13, with Vella (2002). 

46. Diod. Sic. 20.14.1. 

47. Hdt. 2.44. 

48. Malkin (2011, 8). 

49. Hdt. 2.44. He goes on to recount a trip to Thasos itself, where he found a temple 
of Herakles built by Phoenicians five generations before the birth in Greece of Her- 
akles, the son of Amphitryon. According to Pausanias 5.25.12, the Thasians originally 
worshipped the same Herakles as the Tyrians, but then, when they became Greek, 
switched to the cult of (the Greek) Herakles, the son of Amphitryon. For the cult of 
Herakles on Thasos, which may indeed have incorporated aspects of an earlier Melgart 
cult, see Bonnet (1988, 351-71) and Malkin (2011, 132-33), with earlier bibliography. 

50. Tyrian Herakles: Diod. Sic. 17.40.2; Arr. Anab. 2.16.4. For his precedence in rela- 
tion to Greek Herakles, Hdt. 2.44; Arr. Anab. 2.16.1-2; Lucian Syr. D, 3. For Egyptian 
Herakles, who is also said to predate the Greek Herakles: Hdt. 2.43-44; Diod. Sic. 
1.24.1-6; 5.76.1-2; Arr. Anab. 2.16.2, with Garbati (2010, 172). For Herakles the Dacytl: 
Bonnet (1988, 380-88); Garbati (2010, 172). For the great variety of gods known as 
Herakles: Cic. Nat. D. 3.42. 

51. Miles (2010, 105), with references. On the relationship between Herakles 
and Melgart, see Bonnet (1988, 346-71; 2005); Jourdain-Annequin (1989); Bonnet 
and Jourdain-Annequin (1992); Malkin (2005; 2011, 119-41), all with much useful 
bibliography. 

52. Miles (2010, 105), with references. 

53. Bonnet (2005, 20); cf. Malkin (2005, 238-41; 2011, 120-24). 

54. Jourdain-Annequin (1989, 95-169). It should be noted that the locations of the 
myths remained very flexible, and Lixus and Gadir were only two of several possibili- 
ties in both cases. 

55. Malkin (2011, 126). 

56. Curt. 4.2.2-3. 

57. Arr. Anab. 2.15-24; Diod. Sic. 17.40-46; Curt. 4.2-4, with Bosworth (1980), ad 
2.15.6. On Alexander’s motives, see Amitay (2008). 

58. Nitschke (2013, 267) for this suggestion. 

59. Sil. 3.32—44; Philostratos, Apollonios of Tyana 5.5. 

60. Bonnet (1997, nos. 12-26, 37-42), with appropriate caution. 

61. Jenkins (1978, 9). 
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62. Nitschke notes that there are fifth- and fourth-century coins from Kition with 
Herakles types, but that a specific connection with Melgart is difficult to ascertain in 
a Cypriot context where (as already noted) Herakles-related imagery is found in the 
shrines of a variety of different gods (2013, 267n49, with earlier bibliography). 

63. See Counts (2008) for these figures (7-9), and for the Near Eastern visual tradi- 
tions that they exploit (11-12); cf. Jourdain-Annequin and Bonnet (2001, 199-202). 
This Cypriot iconography also appears at Amrit on the Levantine coast from the fifth 
century, where Giuseppe Garbati (2010) has made a convincing case that the genre is 
associated more with Eshmun than Melgart. 

64. Counts (2008, 10), noting that Greek depictions of Herakles fighing the Nemean 
lion depict him naked or wearing armor. Imagery of Herakles’s labors does appear in 
Cypriot art of the early first millennium BCE, and perhaps even earlier: see Jourdain- 
Annequin and Bonnet (2001, 203). 

65. Counts (2008, 10). Similarly, the necropolis at Tharros has yielded late-fifth- or 
fourth-century scarabs, terracottas, lamps, and incense burners depicting Herakles 
with his customary Greek attributes, as well as sixth- and fifth-century Greek vases 
depicting his mythological adventures, but with no accompanying evidence to suggest 
that they are intended to represent Melgart: Bernardini and Zucca (2005, cat. 23-27); 
note also cat. 9, a fourth-century statue base from Sulcis depicting Herakles with lion 
skin and club, and that possible representations of Melgart are also illustrated at cat. 
26. Images of Greek Herakles are also found on objects at Carthage: nos. 24 and 25, 
with Nitschke (2013, 269), suggesting that one of these objects also contains apparent 
references to a Levantine mythical tradition. 

66. Counts (2008, 19-21). A strange, short figure who appears on an eighth- 
century silver patera from Idalion wearing a lion skin and carrying a lion (Louvre 
AO 20134, discussed and illustrated at Jourdain-Annequin and Bonnet [2001, 204—-5]) 
seems more likely to be a precursor to this Master of the Lion than a straightforward 
attempt to render Herakles and/or Melqart. 

67. Sil. 3.30-31; Philostratos, Apollonios of Tyana 5.5; Hdt. 2.44 might be taken to 
suggest the same of Tyre. 

68. Bonnet (2007, 1). If it is, then there are a few images on sixth- to fifth-century 
scarabs from Cyprus and Ibiza and a third-century razor from Carthage that could 
with hesitation be read as representations of the same figure: see Bonnet (1997, 
nos 3, 4, 7). 

69. J. Elayi and A. Elayi (2009, 265-71), with the catalogue at 47-176 (Group I]). 

70. Nitschke (2013, 263-64). 

71. Nitschke (2013, 261n34); less certainly in favor of this identification, J. Elayi and 
A. Elayi (2009, 269-71); against, Bonnet (1988, 85; 2007). 

72. Jenkins (1971, 55), with Nitschke (2013, 265). Two similar images are found on 
issues from Soluntum (Jenkins 1971, 74, nos. 21-22); these are paired with reverses 
of a horse and a tuna fish, and the same tuna fish reverse is also paired with a Greek- 
style head of Herakles (no. 23). 

73. The easiest way to survey this numismatic material is through the indices of 
Manfredi (1995: 463-77), although representations of Herakles are not necessarily 
representations of Melgart; see also Bonnet (1997, nos. 32, 34, 35), with references 
and appropriate caution over individual identifications. Nitschke (2013, 267-68) is a 
useful recent discussion of the problematic male type on the Barcid coinage minted 
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in Spain in the third century, which at the very least makes reference to Herakles and 
therefore, we must imagine, to Melqart. ; 

74. CISem. I nos. 22 and 22 bis = KAI no. 47 = ICO Malta no. 1-1 bis = IG XIV no. 
600. 

75. Miles (2010, 108-9). 

76. Paus. 10.17.2; with Grottanelli (1973); Bonnet (1988, 160, 250-53; 2005, 23-24), 
discussing among other things the identification or confusion involved in this account 
between Tyrian and (an) Egyptian Herakles. For Makeris as a reasonable rendition of 
the Sardinian way of saying Melqart, see Grottanelli (1973, 153), with Bonnet (1988, 
252-53; 2005, 24n32). 

77. On Sid Babi, see Garbati (2008, 95-99). 

78. Bonnet (2005, 25-27) makes the interesting suggestion that the stories of the 
Sardinian god Iolaus, also assimilated to Sardus Pater and supposedly the nephew 
of Herakles, are a Greek countermyth, asserting their own involvement in the story. 

79. CISem. I no. 256. There are also three SidTinnits: CISem. I nos. 247-49. 

80. Bonnet (2005, 23) (“la legittimazione del dominio colonial esercitato sulla 
Sardegna”), with 24-25; see also Miles (2010, 104). 

81. Garbini (1997); with Bernardini (2005a, 126). 

82. For Carthage, see Miles (2010, 104-5); for a Sardinian city, probably Neapolis, 
see Bonnet (1988, 254-55); Bernardini (2005a, 126). 

83. Manfredi (1995, NB no. 202). Palm branches appear alongside Bes on some 
Ibizan issues of 125-75 BCE (Manfredi 1995, PIBB nos. 35-39) and on one issue from 
Malaca of the late first century BCE (Manfredi 1995, PIBB no. 104). I will discuss the 
coinage of the Numidian kings in chapter 8. 

84. Amadasi Guzzo and Xella (2005). For parallels in Cyprus, see Lipinski (1995, 289-92). 

85. Cypriot deity: Lipinski (1995, 290-91). Contemporary associations between 
Eshmun of Sidon and Melgart of Tyre: Garbati (2010, 162). 

86. Polyb. 3.22—23 for the first treaty and 24 for the second, with Livy 7.27.3 for the 
probable date of 348 BCE. 

87. Gadir: Sall. Hist. 2 fr. 5 Maurenbrecher; Pliny HN 4.120; Avienus Ora Maritima 
85, 265-66. Carteia: Strabo 3.2.14; Pompon. 2.96; Pliny HN3.7. On the debates over the 
location of Mastia-Tarseion and their relevance to Carthaginian interests in fourth- 
century Iberia, see Alvarez Marti-Aguilar (2014, 32-33), with references and earlier 
bibliography. 

88. Diod. Sic. 17.40.3, 41.1-2, 46.4; Just. Epit. 11.10.12-14; Curt. 4.3.19-20 (for the 
initial encouragement, see 4.2.11, though it is hard to imagine a reliable source for 
this report of private conversations). On the inconsistencies in Curtius’s account, see 
Bonnet (2015, 81). On the relationship between Tyre and Carthage more generally, see 
J. Elayi (1981); Bonnet (1988, 166-67); Ferjaoui (1993, 27-46). 

89. Just. Epit. 11.10.13. Bonnet (2015, 82), notes how the appeal to a female leader 
supports the presentation of the Phoenicians and Carthaginians as similarly barbarian. 

90. Curt. 4.3.23. Ory Amitay suggests that “Carthaginian influence” was at play 
here (2008, 101). 

91. For skeptical analysis of Greek sources on Greek colonization, see, for instance, 
Osborne (1998); Yntema (2000). 

92. Among many examples of Tyre interpreted as the driving force behind the 
foundation of “Phoenician colonies,’ including Carthage and Gadir, see, for instance, 
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Bunnens (1983); Katzenstein (1997); Aubet 2006, 105-7. Aubet proposes a complex 
model that subordinates the Tyrian temple of Melgart to the king and government of 
Tyre and interprets western gifts to Melqart as evidence for ongoing political involve- 
ment in a western colonial project on the part of the Tyrian royal house (2001, 152-57, 
though at 217 she notes the particular complexitites of the foundation of Carthage, 
and the role that may well have been played in that by Cyprus). For hesitations, see 
Bondi (1978); Ciasca (1989) (though only on the dubious grounds of mixed pottery 
assemblages); Bernardini (2013). 

93. Multiple civic origins for western Levantine settlements might also explain the 
story told by Herodotus about the refusal of the “Phoenicians” in the Egyptian navy 
in 525 BCE to fight against their “children” at Carthage, with whom they have sworn 
“great oaths” (Hdt. 3.19); the context makes it clear that this is not simply Herodotus’s 
own synonym for “Tyrian.” It is also worth noting Pausanias’s description, mentioned 
at note 49 above, of the Thasians who originally worshipped the same Herakles as the 
Tyrians as coming from Tyre “and other parts of Phoenicia” with Thasos, the son of 
Agenor (Paus. 5.25.12, not incompatible with Hdt. 2.44). Cf. Malkin (2011, 211) on the 
informal nature of most western settlement, and Bondi (2014, 61) on the evidence for 
Cypriot settlement in the west. 

94. Herakleides of Lembos, Excerpta Politiarum, fr. 59 Dilts. 

95. Cf. the rather different interpretation of Malkin (2011, 123-24, 141). 
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1. For maternal impression, see Aethiopika 4.8, with Pliny HN 7.52 and Zeitlin 
(2013, 77-78). 

2. Heliodorus 10.41.4: “tordvde mépac éoye TO ObvTAYpa TOV mEpi Oeayéevynv Kai 
Xapixrerav Aidtomiucav: 6 ovvétaétev avip PoiviE Eptonvoc, tHv ag’ ‘HAtov yévoc, 
Oeodootov matic HAtodopos.” 

3. C. Ord. Ptol.’ nos. 21-22 = C. Ptol. Sklav. no. 3 = Bagnall and Derow (2004, no. 
64); OGIno. 230; SEG 29 no. 1613 = Austin (2006, no. 193); Rey-Coquais (1989, 614-17), 
with Bagnall (1976, 14-24); Grainger (1991, 66-67, 102-3); Capdetrey (2007, 248-50). 
I am grateful to Boris Chrusbasik for discussion of the exiguous evidence for this 
period. 

4. Millar (1983, 60), with chapter 4, note 61. Nitschke (2011, 87) collects the exten- 
sive bibliography for the “Hellenization” of Phoenicia, and see Andrade (2013, 47) for 
amore positive assessment. 

5. Local political and institutional continuities: Millar (1983, esp. 62). Architectural 
models: Boksmati (2009). Umm el-‘Amed: Vella (2000); Nitschke (2011). Kharayeb: 
Xella (2008, 74-75); Bondi et al. (2009, 59-60); Oggiano (2015). Language of inscrip- 
tions: Nitschke (2011, 98). 

6. Diod. Sic. 33.5. 

7. Houghton et al. (2002 nos. 1078-83) (the prow and club types are both minted 
in two slightly different versions), with commentary at 1.1.356, II.Lxix, and II. 1.19. The 
only legend is “King Antiochus,’ in Greek. For the political and economic context, see 
Hoover (2004, 486-88), with discussion of earlier Tyrian coins with local iconography 
that were issued briefly under Ptolemy V. 


Notes to Chapter 7 + 253 


8. By contrast, the very different palm on the third- and second-century coinage of 
Delos is a clear reference to the story that Apollo was born there under a palm tree. 

9. Hoover (2004, 486) has a similar though not identical interpretation of the image: 
“a punning symbol of the region in which Tyre was located”; and see also Bonnet 
(2014, 296) on the palm tree on stamped Tyrian weights. 

10. Meleager Greek Anthology 7.428.13-14. This is a rather pointed claim, given 
that Antipater was in fact from Sidon. Meleager’s claim that a palm branch as well as 
a palm tree can carry the broader meaning of phoinix may explain the regular appear- 
ance of (different) palm branches on the silver coinage of the 140s issued by Beirut, 
Tyre, and Sidon, and a little later Byblos and Ashkelon, though not as the main motif. 
On these coins, see Hoover (2004, 493-95). 

11. Ach. Tat. 2.14.1-2. 

12. For discussion of the general phenomenon, see Morkholm (1965; 1966, 125-30); 
Meadows (2001, 59-62); Hoover (2004, 488-92) (especially useful on the political and 
economic contexts); Sawaya (2004, 109-11); Kosmin (2014, 238-42). 

13. For the likelihood that Antiochus IV imposed the quasi-municipal coinage 
system, see Meadows (2001, 60-62), suggesting that it may have been prompted by 
Roman practices, and Hoover (2004, 489-90). 

14. For Tripolis, see Houghton et al. (2002, vol. 2.1, 79, with 2.2, 367), and for 
Arados, see Duyrat (2005). 

15. Houghton et al. (2002, nos. 1443-47 [Byblos]; nos. 1448-52 [Beirut]; nos. 1453-60 
[Sidon]), where the denominations are labelled B (largest) to E (smallest). The contem- 
porary Tyrian types are nos. 1463-71. Byblos had been given the privilege of minting 
coins with local reverse types from the late 170s, but at first produced only a single 
denomination depicting Isis Pharia (no. 1442). 

16. Houghton et al. (2002, no. 1454 [Sidon]; nos. 1463-69 [Tyre, adopting Ama- 
dasi Guzzo’s recent reinterpretation of the term SDNM discussed above at 225n101]). 
Sidon’s claim to Tyre may relate to the Sidonian belief reported by Curtius Rufus that 
Agenor founded both cities (4.4.15-16), or to the story that Tyre was founded by refu- 
gees from Sidon around the time of the fall of Troy (Just. 18.3.5). 

17. Moretti (1953, no. 41), with Bonnet (2014). 

18. Houghton et al. (2002, no. 1469); the image is not identical to that used at Sidon, 
and it appears at Tyre on a higher denomination coin, replacing the usual prow. Later 
coinage lays claim to particular gods as well: Ashtart, worshipped as the principal 
goddess at both Sidon and Tyre, is described on Sidonian coinage minted from the 
130s BCE in Greek as the “Goddess of Sidon” (Houghton et al. [2002, nos. 2105-2106A 
for the first examples]). 

19. Scholia on Apollonius 3.1186; for further detail, see R. Edwards (1979, 23-29); 
Gantz (1993, 209-10). 

20. BNJ 788 F 3, from Etym. Mag. 219.33, s.v. Gadéira. 

21. See Carolina Lépez-Ruiz’s commentary on BNJ 788 F 3, and Alvarez 
Marti-Aguilar (2014, 30, 30n28). 

22. For the reading “Mother in Canaan” and not, as it is often rendered, “Mother of 
Canaan,’ see Bordreuil and Tabet (1985, 180-81); Sawaya (2004, 129-30). 

23. For a stronger version of this point, see Andrade (2013, 52-55). 

24. Millar (1983); cf. Millar (1993, 286), and see more recently Hirt (2015, 208). 
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25. SEG 2 no. 330 = Curty (1995, no. 12): the Tyrians describe themselves at |. 3 as 
ovyyeveic of the Delphians. 

26. Houghton et al. (2002, nos. 1441, 1951). 

27. Duyrat (2005, nos. 2493-94, 2573-4227). 

28. RPC 1, 655-657, nos. 4619-706; the equivalent Sidonian autonomous silver 
coinage has “of the Sidonians” in Greek, with the exception of RPC 1 no. 4561, 
“of Sidon,” while Sidon’s autonomous bronze coinage in this period uses both 
locutions. 

29. See IDidyma 151, |. 9; IEphesos III no. 614 (1. 10); VII.1 no. 3033 (Il 17-18) and 
3034 (ll. 16-17); [Pergamon 2, no. 437, Il. 6-7; 8.3, no. 21, ll. 10-11 (= AE 1934, no. 
177), with Vitale (2013, 35-41) and Hirt (2015, 206, 213n43) for discussion and further 
bibliography. 

30. BMC 361-66, 381-82; for the interpretation of the term koinon Phoinikes, see 
Vitale (2013, 57-63), with further references and bibliography. 

31. CIL XIV no. 3613 = ILS no. 918, with Vitale (2013, 36-37). 

32. Dio Cass. 53.12.7, 55.23.2; Ulpian, Digest 50.15.1. 

33. RE XX.1, 369 s.v. Phoiniker (Phoinikia). 

34. Semitic names: Millar (1983, 63). Inscription: JGLS VII no. 4001 (from Arados), 
though KAI no. 12,a building inscription from Byblos, may be later (Millar 1983, 63). 
Potsherd: Xella (2014, para. 38). Ulpian: Digest 45.1.1.6; for poenus here as “Phoeni- 
cian” rather than “Punic,” see Millar’s persuasive argument (1983, 66). 

35. Millar (1990, 8), and 10-23 on Beirut more generally. 

36. Hdn. 3.3.3. 

37. Europa at Sidon in the Julio-Claudian period: RPC 1, nos. 4562-71, 4604-18; 
Trajanic period: BMC no. 217; Hadrianic period: BMC nos. 224-25. Palm tree at Tyre: 
RPC 1, 658: nos. 4733-39; RPC 2, nos. 2077-84; BMC nos. 284-87, 338-55. Silver coin- 
age was no longer issued in either city after the Julio-Claudian era. 

38. Ach. Tat. 1.1.1. 

39. Strabo 16.2.22. For Sidonian preeminence in the colonial movement, see Sall. 
Tug. 78.1, Strabo 1.2.33, Just. Epit. 18.3.5; in favor of Tyre, Plin. HN 5.76, Curt. 4.4.19, 
Sil. 3.256, and Meleager, Greek Anthology 7.428. Millar (1983, 66-67), notes that the 
maritime role of the Phoenician cities, and especially their colonizing history, were 
particular topics of comment by classical authors in the early empire. 

40. The simple title of metropolis first appears on Tyrian coins in 86/87 CE: RPC 2, 
nos. 2063, 2073, with Vitale (2013, 65). 

41. IDidyma no.151 Il. 9-11: “y BovAy Kai 6 SHpos Tupiov tij¢ | iepac Kai wobAoV 
Kai HVTOVOLOU INTPOMdAEWS Potveikys Kai TOV KATH | KoiAnv Luptav Kai GAAwV 
TOAEWV Kal VavapyXtdoc.” 

42. OGI no. 595: “€mtotoAr ypapeton tH mOAet | Tupiov, tig tepac Kai wobAov 
Kai HVTOVOHOU LNTPOTdAEWS Poiveiknys Kai GAAWV TOAElwWV Kai vavapxidosg “pPYOVOL, 
BovAf SHpe@ Kai tis KUpiac matpidos ot Ev IlotWAotc | KatouKobvtEs yaipetv.” I thank 
Jonathan Prag for discussion of the details of this text. 

43. Buckler et al. (1926, 74-75 no. 201) = AE 1927, 95, an inscription from Phrygia 
written in the 130s CE. For an exhaustive discussion of the known variants describing 
the geographical responsibilities involved, see Vitale (2013, 64-73) with references 
and earlier bibliography. 
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44. Ulpian, Digest 50.15.1 pr.; for the dating, see Millar (1990, 35). For the possibil- 
ity that Tyre did see some veteran settlement when it was made a Roman colonia, see 
Hirt (2015, 196). 

45. See Hirt (2015, 196-97) on the evidence for this development. 

46. Europa: BMC nos. 229-35, 293, 295, 311-12. Kadmos: BMC nos. 236-41, 287, 
296-97, 313. Dido: BMC nos. 263-65. 

47. Dido: BMC nos. 409, 440-41, 447, 470 (and possibly 410, a woman in a galley). 
Kadmos: BMC nos. 411, 425-26, 434, 446, 469, 486-89, 496. Melqart: BMC nos. 427, 459, 
485. Ambrosial rocks: BMC nos. 429-30, 442, 468, 473, with Nitschke (2013, 272-73). Hirt 
(2015) summarizes the Tyrian bronze coinage produced under Elagabalus at 193-94. 

48. Hirt (2015, 197-98), with 199-200 on how the Dido and Kadmos types con- 
tinued after Tyre’s civic titles were restored under Alexander Severus (r. 222-35), 
with Tyre adding a scene of Kadmos founding Thebes during the reign of Gallienus 
(r. 260-68) (BMC no. 487). 

49. Rouvier (1904, no. 2471), in the reign of Trebonius Gallus (r. 251-54); BMC no. 
468, in the reign of Valerian I (r. 253-60). 

50. Butcher (2005, 152). 

51. BMC no. 442 (minted under Trebonianus Gallus), 473 (minted under Valerian 
1); for the tales about the dog, see Bonnet (1988, 74-75). Hirt (2015, 200-204) discusses 
the depiction of the ambrosial rocks on Tyrian coinage and the associated foundation 
stories, suggesting that they emphasize Tyre’s distinct, non-Greek heritage. 

52. On the multiple audiences for Tyrian coinage, see Hirt (2015, 205-7). 

53. Pompon. 1.65. 

54. Batty (2000, esp. 82-85). Contra, Ferrer Albelda (2012). 

55. Tingentera: Pompon. 2.96. Claudius’s history: Suet. Claud. 42.2. See Gruen 
(2011, 137-38), for Greco-Roman interest in and praise of the Phoenicians in the 
Imperial period. 

56. Dios (BNJ 785): Joseph. Ap. 1.112; Menander (BNJ 783): Joseph. AJ 8.144, 9.283; 
Ap. 1.116. 

57. Joseph. AJ 1.107. For Mochos, see BNJ 784; for Hestaios, BNJ 786; for 
Hieronymos, BN} 787. 

58. Theodotos (BNJ 732) and Hypsikrates: Tatianus Oratio ad Graecos 37. Sancu- 
niathon: Athenaeus Dinner Party Guests 3.126a, with Carolina Lopez-Ruiz’s commen- 
tary at BNJ 784 (Mochos) F 3b. Klaudios Iolaos (BNJ 788): Steph. Byz. s.v. Ake, Doros. 

59. Mochus: Strabo 16.2.24 (reporting a claim by Posidonius). Sanchuniathon: 
Euseb. Praep. evang. 1.9.21 = BN} 790 F 1 (reporting a claim by Porphyry). 

60. See Johnson (2006, 66) for the term. 

61. Berossus: BNJ 680; Manetho: BNJ 609, both with bibliography. 

62. M. Edwards (1991, 214). 

63. M. Edwards (1991, 214). For the point that this was a Greek genre, see Baurain 
and Bonnet (1992, 11). 

64. Tatianus Oratio ad Graecos 37, on Mochos, Theodotus, and Hipsicrates; the 
reference at Tert. Apol. 19.6, to a Hiram or Hieronymus who was a Phoenician king 
of Tyre is difficult to interpret: see on this the commentary by Carolina Lopez-Ruiz 
in BNJ 787 T 1b. 

65. Millar (1983, 64). For fuller bibliography on Philo, see chapter 3. 
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66. Johnson (2006, 71); cf. M. Edwards (1991). Brizzi (1980) makes an interesting ar- 
gument that Philo’s work was coherent with Roman imperial policy in the east, even 
“al serivizio della propaganda imperiale” (128). 

67. Euseb. Praep. evang. 1.19.29 (= BNJ790 F 2). 

68. M. Edwards (1991, 213). 

69. Euseb. Praep. evang 1.9.20, quoting Porphry (= BN} 790 F 1). 

70. Ach. Tat. 1.1 (Sidon); 1.3 (Klitophon’s Tyrian origins); 2.14 (Tyre). 

71. Ach. Tat. 1.17.3-5, 3.25, with Morgan (2014, 265). 

72. Stephens and Winkler (1995, 314-57), dating one of the hands found in the 
main codex (P. Colon. inv. 3328) to the end of the second century CE (329). 

73. Romeo (2010, 82-84) (noting plausible connections with the Severan court); Ni 
Mheallaigh (2012). 

74. Dorotheos fr. 9a Stegemann, with Bohak (2005, 229); Paus. 7.23.7-8. 

75. Philostr. VS 2.10. 

76. On Emesa, see Millar (1993, 300-309). 

77. Hdn. 5.3.2—4. Cf. Epit. de Caes. 23.2. 

78. Dio Cass. 80.11.1; cf., later, SHA Heliogab. 8.1-2. 

79. Millar (1993, 307); Hdn. 5.5.4; Dio Cass. 80.11.2. 

80. Hdn. 5.6.4—5. L. Hall (2004, 136-39) essays a variety of other arguments for the 
deliberate construction of a “Phoenician” identity on the part of the Severans, focus- 
ing in particular on the relationship of this identity with pagan religion and the myths 
celebrated in the Aeneid. 

81. Emesa: BMC no. 21. Sidon: BMC nos. 244-60, 279-86, 291-92, 299-300, 306. 

82. Bowie (1998, 14). Morgan adds another possible reference in the sphragis itself 
to Phoinix the Myrmidon of the Iliad, “tutor and father-figure to Achilles, as Helio- 
dorus is the creator and director of Achilles’ descendant” (2014, 276). 

83. An argument for the Aithoipika as a centrifugal text “written from the margins 
of the Greek world” and for its author’s self-presentation as an “interloper” is made 
in Whitmarsh (1998, 97-107; quotations on 97, 107), and reprised in Whitmarsh (2011, 
112-16); a counterargument for the novel as an “endorsement, assertion and exten- 
sion of Hellenism” is made by Morgan (2014, quotation on 264). 

84. Whitmarsh (1998). 

85. Whitmarsh (2011, 125), with a case presented at 125-28; cf. Whitmarsh (1998); 
Hilton (2012, 197-205), with much relevant recent bibliography. 

86. Whitmarsh (1998, 123), presented as a possibility. 

87. Whitmarsh (1998, 100), with references. 

88. Whitmarsh (1998, 103), on Heliod. Aeth. 2.34.2-8. 

89. Heliod. Aeth. 4.17.1, 6.3.3. 

90. Heliod. Aeth. 10.11.3; cf. 4.8.2 for the same claim by her mother. Whitmarsh 
(2011, 110) notes the centrality of Helios to the narrative. Morgan (2009) argues that 
the Emesan sun cult is “an essential background element” to the novel (263, with 265) 
and that Heliodorus wishes to present Emesan religion in a positive light after the bad 
press brought by Elagabalus’s behavior (269-70). 

91. Morgan (2014, 260) for the reference of the phrase “descendants of the sun” to 
the cult of Elagabal; Morgan (2009, 266) for its lack of attestation in relation to the cult. 
Whether Elagabal was always understood as a sun god at Emesa is unclear: for the 
probable mismatch between the god’s local name, which may well be derived from 


Notes to Chapter 8 + 257 


the Aramaic words for “god” (ELAHA) and “mountain” (GBL), and the association 
suggested to Greek-speakers by the pronunciation of the word with “Helios,” or sun, 
see Millar (1993, 301-8); Morgan (2009, 264); Whitmarsh (2011, 109-10). But by the 
time of Septimius Severus, he was presented even by locals as a sun god: AE 1962, 
no. 229 (from Augsburg) marks the dedication of an altar in Raetia by the Emesene 
C. Iulius Avitus Alexianus to “his ancestral god of the Sun, Elagabalus” (deo p[atrio] 
Soli Ela[gabalo]). Elagabalus certainly brings Elagabal to Rome as a sun god: con- 
temporary coins call him the “priest of Deus Sol Elagab[al]” (Millar 1993, 308, with 
references). 

92. While the date of Heliodorus is much debated, with many scholars preferring 
the fourth century, Simon Swain has argued convincingly for the third century on 
historical grounds (Swain 1996, 423-24), and one plausible view based on parallels 
with contemporary texts would put him in the 220s or 230s (Bowie 2008, 32-33). A 
later date would not of course rule out textual references to this period, although later 
imperial associations evoked by the treatment of Helios in the novel could include the 
brief resurrection of the cult of Elagabalus by Aurelian (r. 270-75) (Rohde 1914, 496- 
98; discussed at Bowie 2008, 33), and the “Hymn to King Helios” written by the Roman 
Emperor Julian (r. 361-63), who elsewhere makes the same claim to descent from 
the sun (Or. 7.229); for a detailed discussion of the parallels between these two texts, 
which do not of course require them to be contemporary, see Hilton (2012, 210-19). 

93. Heliod. Aeth. 4.4.2, with Bowie (1998, 5) on the episode. 

94. Heliod. Aeth. 10.36.3. 
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1. See Quinn (2010) for more detail on these buildings and their Italian associa- 
tions; for the traditional picture of their role in the “Romanization” of local elites, see 
MacMullen (2000, 35-42); Bullo (2002, 174); Masturzo (2003, 749). 

2. SHA Sev. 15.7. 

3. Rey-Coquais (1987). I translate here the Latin Col(onia) Ulpia / Traiana Aug(usta) 
/ Fidelis Lepcis / Magna Tyron et / suam metropolin; the Greek version includes a little 
more detail on the circumstances of the dedication, irrelevant to us here, but it is also 
more fragmentary. Rey-Coquais also notes that another Greek inscription was found 
in the same excavation of a Roman villa, which also records the dedication, by a city 
whose name is now lost, of a statue of Tyre to “Tyre which is also its own metropolis” 
(598, with 601 for the suggestion that this city was Kition). 

4. IRT no. 437: [P(ublio) [Septimio] G[etae]]/nobilissimo Ca[es(ari)]]/ Septimia Tyros 
/ Colonia Metropolis / Phoenices et aliarum / ciuitatium. The first two lines were erased 
after Geta’s murder and damnatio memoriae in 212. 

5. On the political history of Lepcis, see Di Vita (1982, 516-37); Mattingly (1995, 
50-53); Quinn (2010, 52), with references. 

6. Fontana (2001). 

7. A case I first made in Quinn (2010). What follows both draws on and goes 
beyond that article, especially chronologically, and corrects some minor errors intro- 
duced during its admirably swift publication process. 

8. Public assembly: Sznycer (1975, 66-67) (on IPT no. 31, mid-first-century CE, and 
IPT no. 27, 92 CE). Local priesthoods and sufetes: IRT, pp. 79-80. 
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9. IPT no. 31, tentatively dated to the second or early first century BCE: LDN 
LSDRP? WLMLK‘STRT RBT °LPQY. On this inscription and these gods, see Di Vita 
(1968a, 204-9). 

10. See Quinn (2010) for more on these inscriptions and for texts and translations. 

11. IRT, p. 80. 

12. RPC 1 nos. 840-41 (Dionysus/Augustus), 842 (Dionysus and Herakles/Augus- 
tus), 843-44 (Augustus/thyrsus and club); the only silver issue juxtaposes a lion skin 
on a club with a panther and thyrsus (RPC 1 no. 847). 

13. See Di Vita (2005), Quinn (2010, 57-58), and Quinn and Wilson (2013, 154-55) 
for the identification of the Shadrapa temple, against Niccolo Masturzo’s sugges- 
tion that it was a Capitolium (Masturzo 2005, building on Musso 1996). The third 
Augustan-period temple on the forum, also built with a mixed metrology, has been 
identified as the temple of Milkashtart (Di Vita 1968a), but although this identification 
has been widely accepted, there is no positive evidence for it, and I have suggested 
elsewhere that Milkashtart may have “shared” the temple of Shadrapa (Quinn 2010, 
58). If Milkashtart was worshipped on the forum in either temple, that would make 
the juxtaposition of the local and imperial gods even more striking. 

14. On the use of the Punic cubit in the Old Forum temples, see Livadiotti and 
Rocco (2005, 236); Masturzo (2005, 118); Ricciardi (2005, 382). 

15. IPT no. 24 and IRT nos. 321-22, with Quinn (2010, 62), pointing out that the 
close juxtaposition of the two texts in these cases draws attention to the omission 
of this information in the Punic; see also IPT no. 26 and IRT no. 338, with A. Wilson 
(2012, 287-89). 

16. IPT no. 21 and IRT no. 319. See Adams (2003, 222) on the “linguistic ideology” 
at work here as “Punic is kept free of Latin words even in reference to distinctively 
Roman institutions.” 

17. IPT no. 27 and IRT no. 318 are the last datable examples. 

18. A. Wilson (2012, 272-84). 

19. Adams (2003, 301-2) (on “code-switching”) discusses the choice of a particular 
language as, among other things, “accommodation” of or “solidarity” with those for 
whom it is a first language (convergence), and the expression of dominance over those 
who cannot use it (divergence). 

20. Wallace-Hadrill (2008, 448). For the architecture, see Di Vita (1968b, esp. 46-52; 
1982, 565; 1983, 364-67; 1992, 109-10). 

21. Livadiotti and Rocco (2005, 204, 216, 222-26, 228-29); Ricciardi (2005, 381). See 
Alexandropoulos (2000, 256-57) on the influence on Lepcitan coinage of Cyrenaican 
emissions as well as Numidian ones. 

22. Sear (2006, 104, 271-72), with earlier bibliography. 

23. Tripolitania: Alexandropoulos (2000, 256). Spain and Mauretania: 
Alexandropoulos (2000). Callegarin (2011) has recent stratigraphic evidence for 
Mauretanian cities: Iol minted coins from the end of the third century; Icosium and 
Lixus from the second: “at the same time as most of their Hispanic equivalents” (46). 

24. The editors of IRT point out that from this period onward, the use of Ras el- 
Hammam limestone replaced that of the “soft local sandstone that could only be 
used ... under a thick coating of stucco” (p. 82). 

25. IPT no. 31, discussed above, is generally accepted as pre-Augustan, but it is a 
personal (if publicly authorized) dedication, and on a rather smaller scale than the 
later building inscriptions. 
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26. Sall. Iug. 78.4: eius civitatis lingua modo convorsa conubio Numidarum; legum 
cultusque pleraque Sidonica, quae eo facilius retinebant, quod procul ab imperio 
regis aetatem agebant. There is some exploitation of Libyan in Punic inscriptions: 
the word for imperator used in the market inscription is MYNKD (IPT no. 21, 1.1), 
which can be compared with MNKD?’ in Libyan funerary inscriptions. See Levi 
Della Vida (1935, 4-7); IPT ad loc; and Jongeling (2008, 21-22) (Labdah no. 13) for 
full discussion. 

27. Sall. Iug. 78.1: id oppidum ab Sidoniis conditum est, quos accepimus profugos ob 
discordias civilis navibus in eos locos venisse. For local sources, see Sall, Iug. 17.7. 

28. Pliny, HN 5.76; Sil. 3.256. Silius also calls Sabratha Tyrian and says that Sicilians 
and Africans were involved in the colonization of Oea (3.256-57). 

29. Di Vita (1982, 516-17); Malkin (1994, 202-3); Krings (1998, 193-94); Miles 
(2010, 100).For ongoing commercial ties between the cities, see Quinn (2011b); 
A. Wilson (2013). 

30. DCPP s.v. Shadrapha, Milkashtart, with references and bibliography. 

31. Milkashtart (originally, at least, “King of [the city of] Ashtarot”) became rela- 
tively popular in the western Mediterranean in the Hellenistic period, with a temple 
at Carthage, and the Astarte sanctuary at Tas-Silg has yielded a cup with the name of 
the god Milkashtart incised on it, probably in the fourth century BCE (Amadasi Guzzo 
1973, 92-94; with 2010, 486-88). The nature of the relationship (if any) that Phoeni- 
cian speakers understood to exist between this god and Melgart is very unclear and 
may well have changed over time; see further Lipinski (1995, 271-74). 

32. Recent explorations of the theme include Fear (1996, 227-51); van Dommelen 
(1998a, 174-77; 1998b; 2001; 2007); Quinn (2003); R. Wilson (2005); Lépez Castro 
(2007); Jiménez (2010); Fantar (2011); Mora Serrano and Cruz Andreotti (2012); R. Wil- 
son (2013, 114-19). 

33. van Dommelen (1998b, 32). 

34. van Dommelen (1998a, 176; 1998b, 39; 2007, 60). 

35. van Dommelen (2007, 66-67). 

36. van Dommelen (1998b, quotation on 32; 2001; 2007); for a major revolt in 215, 
see Livy 23.32-41. Cf., on resistance as an interpretation of culture, Jiménez (2008). 

37. Fantar (2011, 464). 

38. For a fuller discussion of these three African phenomena, see McCarty and 
Quinn (2015), where we also argue against the notion that the Numidian kings were 
primarily responsible for introducing these practices into African towns. 

39. Oros. 5.15.6: Jugurtha “yoked almost the whole of Africa, deserting from the 
Romans, to his kingdom.” The scale of this revolt is minimized by Brennan (2000, 
540), and it is true that Sallust does not mention a revolt or large-scale defection, but 
he does describes the antisocial behavior of the Roman army in the provincia in the 
winter of 110/109 (Sall. Iug. 39, 43-44), shortly after the passage of the Roman lex 
agraria of 111, with its program of registrations, land distribution, and centuriation, 
which could only have added to the daily inconvenience of hosting Roman troops in 
the province. 

40. Both my approach and van Dommelen’s consciously follow in the footsteps of 
Marcel Benabou’s classic argument for cultural resistance to Rome in North Africa, 
although his major focus is on continuities in indigenous “Libyan” traditions rather 
than “Phoenician” ones, and our conclusions are somewhat different: see Bénabou 
(1976; 1982), and cf. Laroui (1977, 38-66). 
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41. The most recent summary of the chronology is Xella (2013a, 261). Carthage: 
Bénichou-Safar (2004, 134-37). Cirta: D’Andrea (2014, 275). Hadrumetum: D’Andrea 
(2014, 94); McCarty (2011, 208n20) notes that a new study of the site chronology is 
in progress. 

42. For surveys of this phenomenon, see Le Glay (1961-66); Krandel-Ben Younés 
(2002, 153-282); D’Andrea (2014, 97-290); Ruiz Cabrero and Pefia Romo (2010); see 
also McCarty (2013); McCarty and Quinn (2015, 176-81). For a survey of differences 
between the African sanctuaries, see Ferjaoui (2007, 64-75). The number of these 
sanctuaries is seriously underestimated at Quinn (2011a, 402). 

43. See McCarty (2013, 94-95) for the relevant bibliography (and exceptions), as 
well as reflections on the contribution made by archaeology to this impression. 

44. Dating: McCarty and Quinn (2015, 177-78). Names: D’Andrea (2014, 320-21). 
For the preponderance of Libyan over Punic or Latin names at Mididi, see Krandel-Ben 
Younes (2002, 221). 

45. McCarty (2011; 2013). 

46. Tert. Apol. 9.3. 

47. Althiburos: Xella and Tahar 2014; further information has been presented at 
the International Phoenician and Punic Studies Congress at Sulcis-Carbonia (2014), 
and is due for publication as Xella and Tahar (forthcoming); I thank the authors for 
discussion of their findings. Henchir el-Hami: Ferjaoui (2007; 2008a; 2012); Melchi- 
orri (2013, 234-36). Lambafundi: Le Glay (1961-66, 2.114-15), with Rives (1994, 61); 
D’Andrea (2014, 279). 

48. See Jongeling (2008) for the references: Thugga: 76, no. 2; 78, no. 5. Ellés: 78-79, 
nos. 1-3. Abitina: 81, no. 1. Mactar: 95, no. 11; 106, no. 39; 129, no. 77; 137, no. 105; 139, 
nos. 110-11; 140, no. 116. Mididi: 149, no. 13; 152, no. 21; 154, no. 26. Thinissut: 65, no. 1. 

49. McCarty and Quinn (2015, 179). 

50. D’Andrea (2014, 313-18). 

51. McCarty (2011). 

52. McCarty (2013, 96). 

53. McCarty (2013, esp. 98-104), and see 104-7 for an apparent total hiatus in ritual 
activity of more than a century at Thugga from the early/mid-first century CE. 

54. Tinnit: Quodvultdeus, Liber de promissionibus et praedictionibus Dei 3.38.44. 
For the association between Tinnit and Caelestis, which seems clear at the sanctuary 
of Thinissut (Bir bou Rekba) on Cap Bon where a Punic dedication to Baal Hammon 
and Tinnit is followed by Latin ones to Saturn and Caelestis, but less certain else- 
where, see Cadotte (2006, 65-71). Henry Hurst has made an ingenious argument 
that in the Roman colony of Carthage the area of the old tophet became a sanctuary 
of Caelestis, and he suggests that there are considerable correspondences and per- 
haps continuities between the “Punic” and “Roman” version of this cult (Hurst 1999, 
91-101). Saturn: Hurst (1999, 39-43). 

55. McCarty (2010). 

56. Tert. Apol. 9.2, with Rives (1994, 54n2, 63n20) and Shaw (2016, 266-70) for 
this reading of the text and the dating it implies. For an argument that the refer- 
ence in Cicero’s speech for Balbus to Julius Caesar’s ridding the customs and habits 
of the Gaditani of “a kind of deep-seated barbarism” (43) when he was provincial 
governor in Hispania 61/60 BCE relates to another local ban on child sacrifice, see 
Shaw (2016, 270-71). 
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57. For the evidence from Africa and Sardinia, see Zucca (2004). Gadir: Livy 28.37.2. 
Eryx: ICO Sicilia Pun. no. 1. The case for Malta, where two “archons” are recorded in 
a Greek inscription (IG XIV no. 953), is less certain. For more on the institution at 
Carthage, see Ameling (2013, 369), and for its counterpart in the Levant, Manfredi 
(2003, 341-42). 

58. Zucca (2004, 4-101). 
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and Di Vita-Evrard (1995). 

60. Belkahia and Di Vita-Evrard (1995); Manfredi (2003, 378-86). 

61. Picard (1974), envisages a very high level of direct Carthaginian government 
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conquest as “un héritage de Carthage,” connecting it with a colonization program that 
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interaction as an explanation for the adoption of similar institutions in neighboring 
settlements. 

62. RIL no. 2 = KAI no. 101, 1.1. The term is simply transliterated in the Libyan part 
of the inscription; see Ghaki (1997, 29, 45) for various other differences between the 
Punic and Libyan versions. 

63. On the magistracies at Thugga, see Février (1964-65), suggesting that some 
Carthaginian constitutional models had already been adopted in the city of Thugga 
during the reign of Numidian King Massinissa. 

64. CIL VII no. 26517, with Khanoussi and Maurin (2000, 137-42). 

65. Althiburos: Jongeling (2008, 155 no. 1); Mactar: Jongeling (2008, 126 no. 75, with 
95-96, no. 11). Thugga: AE 1966, 509. The inscription from Chul is unpublished but is 
cited at Belkahia (1994, 1084n56). 

66. Coins: Manfredi (1995). Sicily: Apul. Met. 11.5, with R. Wilson (2013, 116n103) 
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grounds that all other possible candidates were long dead. Sardinia: the latest evi- 
dence is Jongeling (2008, 275); Chia 1 = ICO Sardegna Neo-Pun no. 8 = KAI no. 173, 
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67. There are 681 catalogued inscriptions from across North Africa in the neo-Punic 
script, dating between the second century BCE and the second century CE (Jongeling 
2008), as well as 69 transliterated Latino-Punic inscriptions from Tripolitania dating 
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of evidence for the use of Punic in Roman Africa, see Millar (1968, 130-32); Adams 
(2003, 200-245); Jongeling and Kerr (2005, 2-6); Kerr (2010, 13-24); A. Wilson (2012). 

68. Manfredi (1995, 58-61, 135-39) catalogues Punic coin legends from North 
Africa. 

69. SHA Sev. 15.7; Apul. Apol. 98. : 
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256-58 [Volubilis nos. 1-7]). Coinage: Alexandropoulos (2000, 137-248, 395-435). For 
skepticism about the traditional assumption that Punic was the “official” language of 
the Numidian court, however, see McCarty and Quinn (2015). 

71. Sall. Iug. 17.7. For libri punici later consulted by the Numidian king and histo- 
rian Juba II for the sources of the Nile, see Amm. Marc. 22.15.8; Solin. 32.2. 
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bibliography. 
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79. Jongeling and Kerr (2005, 2, 7-8); Kerr (2010, 25-130), dealing also with Latino- 
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commentary on Paul’s Letter to the Galatians. 

80. E.g., Jongeling (2008, 103), Hr. Maktar N32, a dedication by Ahotmilkat, the 
daughter of Bodmelgart, who is the wife of Iasuktan, the son of Salidio, a citizen of the 
Mactarians. I thank Robert Kerr for the point and the reference. 
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Van der Spek (2009, 102). 
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Al-Rahman 1995, 155). 
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(1992); D’Andrea (2014, 261-63). 
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92. E.g., August. C. Iul. 3.32; C. Iul. imp. 1.7, 1.48, 1.73. On these and similar pas- 
sages, see Weber (2003). Julian is not the only interlocutor to refer to Augustine 
as “Phoenician” in this derogatory fashion: Secundus the Manichean calls him a 
punicus in a letter in which he also begs him to put aside the faithlessless (perfidia) 
of the gens punica (Secundinus, Epistula ad Augustinum, 2-3; cf. August. Contra 
Secundinum 3). 

93. E.g., August. C. Iul. imp. 6.6. 
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1. Vine (2010, 41-2). Vives was a celebrated foreign intellectual in England in the 
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2. For the setting, see Twyne (1590, 6-7 [B3v—B4r]); for the cast of characters, 
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published form at least, the work probably dates from the 1560s, as it opens with an 
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and the Spanish (which led him to ask, “Are we taking the common word ‘fatherland’ 
for such a grave cause that one people seeks to annihilate the other?”), as well as 
the long lists of national characteristics given in sixteenth- and seventeenth-century 
playwrights’ handbooks (poetics) (Hirschi 2012, 1, 11). 

13. Kidd (1999, 9-33, esp. 30-32). 

14. Kendrick (1950, 3-4). 

15. Kidd (1999, 10). 

16. Joseph. AJ 1.122, with Kidd (1999, 29-30). 

17. Hirschi (2012, 3): “From the twelfth century onward, legally and philologi- 
cally trained clerics tried to adapt the legacy of Rome to contemporary politics; the 
language of the nation was created in the process.” Cf. Hirschi (2012, 15-16), and for a 
similar point about the ancient world, see Lemche (1991, 152-53). 

18. Cf. Richard Tuck’s description of Thomas Hobbes’s life as secretary to Lord 
Cavendish, a position he assumed in 1608: “Like all such servants, he spent a lot of 
time sitting in anterooms while his master and other great men discussed state affairs 
(or merely gossiped), and Aubrey recorded that to while away the time he would read 
the pocket-sized editions of classical texts produced by the Dutch printers Elzevier” 
(Tuck 1989, 4, drawing on John Aubrey’s Life of Hobbes). 

19. Vine (2010, 25-26). 

20. Twyne (1590, 14): “ubi de Priamo sermo? ubi de Bruto verbum ullum?” Cf. 76 
for a similar point. 

21. Twyne (1590, 15); cf. 33 for the abbot’s intimate knowledge of Lucan’s 
vocabulary. 

22. Twyne (1590, 43-44): “quae cum vos legitis, amici nonne subit in animum idem 
quoque olim Britanniae contigisse, ob metallicam scilicet rationem, qua Cornubia, 
quae vulgo Cornwallia dicitur, abundat?” This is followed by a list of metals that can 
be acquired from other parts of the island as well; see also 56-58, 78. The reference is 
to Vives’s 1522 commentary on Augustine’s City of God, ad 8.9, summarized at Twyne 
(1590, 41-43). Cornubia is a medieval Latinization of the name of Cornwall. 

23. Twyne (1590, 82-83, 134, 144). 

24. Twyne (1590, 56-57); cf. 91. 
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25. Twyne (1590, 81, 107-13), with 110 on the derivation of Carthago, drawing on 
Solin. 27.10. 

26. Twyne (1590, 80): “Unde privatim viris barbam abradendi praeterquam in su- 
periore labro consuetudo, nisi ab Babylonijs?” (From where in particular do men get 
the custom of shaving the beard except on the upper lip, if not from the Babylonians?) 

27. Twyne (1590, 81): “Phoenices primum qui a Babylone progressi ad mare rubrum, 
inde ad Aegyptum, Aethiopiam, Syriam, Graeciam & Hispaniam pervenerunt: postea in 
Albionem quae modo Britannia dicitur (si quid ego recte conijcio) penetrarunt.” [The 
Phoenicians first proceeded from Babylon to the Red Sea, from there attained Egypt, 
Ethiopia, Syria, Greece, and Spain, and then reached Albion, which is what Britain 
was called (if I am not mistaken)]. 

28. Twyne (1590, 41): “Phoenices mercatores dicti sunt: Phoenices rubri, id est, col- 
oribus tincti. Phoenices insidiosi, atque astuti habiti sunt: unde Phoenicum pacta, Phoe- 
nicum mores, proverbia emanarunt.’ I am grateful to Peta Fowler for discussion of 
these passages. 

29. Vine (2010, 22-50) on sixteenth-century scholars; Kendrick (1950, 18-33) on 
their predecessors and medieval excavations. 

30. Schwyzer (2004, 3-4). 

31. Kendrick (1950, 34-44). 

32. Schwyzer (2004, 31-33). 

33. Cf. Kendrick (1950, 42-43) for some of the ambivalence expressed by Tudor 
monarchs over connections to the Arthur legend. 

34. Armitage (2000, 29-60). The term “British Empire” only regularly referred to 
the overseas empire after around 1650 (Vance 2000, 213). 

35. For praise of the “British” Welsh, see Twyne (1590, 66). 

36. Twyne (1590, 33): “ignotus obscurusque profugus.’ 

37. Vine (2010) draws attention to a curious episode in the text in which Foche 
expresses regret over the loss of an otherwise unattested manuscript of Cicero’s De 
republica in a monastery fire, and suggests that he “seems also to be commenting on 
the dreadful consequences of the Dissolution” (43). 

38. Roebuck and Maguire (2010, 42). 

39. See Vance (2000) for the complexities and perceived difficulties of this appro- 
priation of Rome and in particular of the Roman Empire. See also Hingley (2008, esp. 
59-66). 

40. Grey (1763, II, p. 2): February 5, 1673. 

41. See also the same author’s 1666 poem, Annus Mirabilis, a rather awkward cel- 
ebration of the British commander Albemarle’s defeat by the Dutch in a naval battle. 

42. Sammes (1676), Alv. Sammes’s ODNB entry notes that some considered him 
insufficiently educated to compose the book published under his name. On the work 
itself, see Parry (1995, 308-23) and on its political contexts, Jonathan Scott (2011, esp. 
107-11). Gerritsen (2012) is a useful brief summary, especially interested in the images. 

43. Sammes (1676, A3v). 

44. Sammes (1676, 2). 

45. Sammes (1676, 39-41), for a long and careful demonstration of this identifica- 
tion, which had also been argued by Camden, with reference to Strabo 3.5.11; Sammes 
also cites Herodotus, Solinus, Diodorus, and Eustathius, among others. Champion 
(2001, 454) points out that this interpretation of Strabo ignores Diodorus’s report that 
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the tin trade of Cornwall was locally controlled and that tin from Cornwall came 
overland through France (Diod. Sic. 5.22). The Casseterides of the ancient sources are 
probably islands off the Atlantic coast of Spain. 

46. Sammes (1676, 41-43); cf. 1-2, and Bochart (1646, 720), a debt mentioned on 
Sammes (1676, 40-41). In this Sammes goes further than Twyne, who had postulated 
that “Britannia” might be a Phoenician word (Pritannia) (1590, 16), but also suggested 
a derivation from the British “brit? or “piece” (9). 

47. See in particular, and at great length, Sammes (1676, 48-70), with 58-59 
for Cornwall and 109 for ale. There is a useful summary of the whole argument at 
Sammes (1676, 70); cf. the varied list of reasons to see the Cimbri as the first arrivals 
on the island on 10. 

48. Sammes (1676, 397). 

49. For Sammes, “Tyre and Zidon” are the Phoenicians’ “own Native Country” 
(1676, 47). On 71, he equates the Phoenicians with the Canaanites (following Bochart). 

50. Sammes (1676, 398); see 395-402 for the full treatment of Stonehenge. Al- 
though, like Twyne, Sammes acknowledges that the Phoenicians came to Britain via 
Africa, for both authors it is Phoenicians in general who are national founder figures, 
not specifically the Carthaginians, wherever their journey may have taken them on 
the way. 

51. Sammes (1676, A3r and passim). Sammes mentions Twyne only in relation to 
the idea of the isthmus (25). 

52. Sammes (1676, 1-2). At the same time, he reflects explicitly, and sometimes per- 
ceptively, on the broader phenomenon of “nations,” noting, for instance, that “Nations 
receive their Names not from themselves, but others” (44, and see also 45). 

53. Sammes (1676, A2v). 

54. Sammes (1676, 2); there are many other examples of the Phoenician “Nation” 
in the text. 

55. It was never, of course, the only option: Robert Sheringham, in De Anglorum 
gentis origine disceptatio (1670), believed “that the Saxons, Jutes and Angles virtually 
obliterated any previous racial cultures in Britain” though he allows for the possibility 
of Phoenician origins for the German tribes (Parry 1995, 324). 

56. Sammes (1676, 36, 4). 

57. Sammes (1676, 4). 

58. Sammes (1676, 50); the source of the suggestion is again Bochart, with polite 
disagreement over the precise derivation of the name. 

59. Jonathan Scott (2011, xiii); cf. 3-4 for the development of this aspect of the 
British state from the sixteenth to eighteenth centuries, and 107 for its relevance to 
Sammes, “a royalist, and a proponent of trade and navigation, offering a prescription 
for British empire.” 

60. Sammes (1676, A3v). 

61. Sammes (1676, 16); cf. 36-37. As Jonathan Scott puts it, “The point was of course 
that since 1670 Britain had indeed become a ‘dependent member’ of that large part of 
Europe under the influence of France. Specifically Sammes’ work, with its high-level 
patronage, may be contextualized within the campaign of Thomas Osborne, Earl of 
Danby (both cavalier and Anglican), the purpose of which was to distract attention 
from this fact” (Scott 2011, 108). Cf. 111: “By the end of 1678 the crown’s continuing 
secret relationship with France had become exposed, precipitating a major crisis.” 
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62. Phoenicians: Sammes (1676, A3v); see also, for instance, 2, 9, 73, 142. Britain: 
e.g., 1-2. 

63. Armitage (2000, 195). 

64. Parry (1995, 325-27). 

65. See further Parry (1995, 329). Unlike Twyne, Sammes had assigned the druids 
to later Greek colonists, but says that they nonetheless learned much from earlier 
Phoenician bards (Sammes 1676, 99-105). 

66. Champion (2001, 461). George Smith defends the theory of Phoenician trade 
with Britain, and in particular Cornwall, in his 1863 book The Cassiterides: An Enquiry 
into the Commercial Operations of the Phoenicians in Western Europe, with Particular 
Reference to the British Tin Trade. 

67. Journal of the Royal Institution of Cornwall (October 1866): 106, 115. 

68. Journal of the Royal Institution of Cornwall (October 1866): 140-42. Smirke re- 
turns to this topic the following year: “We have all heard, till we are all well nigh tired 
of hearing, the names of Strabo, Diodorus, and other Roman and Graeco-Roman writ- 
ers, who have told us of the Phoenician and Carthaginian traffic with Britain in tin” 
(Journal of the Royal Institution of Cornwall [October 1867]: 284). 

69. Journal of the Royal Institution of Cornwall (1907-9): 20-21. 

70. Cf. Champion (2001, 460). 

71. Vance (2000, 216-17); Christopher Brooke (2017). 

72. E.g., Defoe (1727, 41, 43, 71); cf. 75 on the Romans’ failings in these areas; the 
quotation is from 105. 

73. Defoe (1727, 78). 

74. Defoe (1727, 106). 

75. Defoe (1727, 107); cf. 75, where the fate of Carthage’s American colonies after 
the mother city’s destruction is compared to that of some early British ones. Several 
of the same passages are noted in Jonathan Scott (2011, 130-31). 

76. The ODNB entry for this “traveller and criminal” is highly recommended. 

77. Montagu (1759, 161); cf. 168, and 163, where “Punica fides much more justly . . . 
may be retorted on the Romans.” 

78. Montagu (1759, 162-63, 169, 170, 172-73, 179, 198-99). 

79. Montagu (1759, 174). 

80. Gazette national de France (1798): 715. On the sentiment of “perfide Albion” in 
France, see Schmidt (1953); Bernal (1987, 341-42); Isaac (2004, 330n38). See also the 
contemporary report in Rawlinson (1889, 62), as well as Christopher Brooke (2017) for 
French enthusiasm for the notion of the British as defeated Carthage. 

81. Schmidt (1953, 611), with references. 

82. Butlin and Joll (1984), no. 129, now at Tate Britain; no. 131, now at the National 
Gallery; no. 135, also at Tate Britain. A rather later painting, Dido Directing the 
Equipment of the Fleet, or The Morning of the Carthaginian Empire (1828) (Butlin and 
Joll 1984, no. 241), is now in storage at Tate Britain, almost completely destroyed, and 
four more paintings on Carthaginian themes followed in 1850: The Departure of the 
Fleet, Mercury Sent to Admonish Aeneas, and The Visit to the Tomb (all at Tate Britain), 
and Aeneas Relating His Story to Dido (now lost). 

83. A painting of Napoleon Crossing the Alps made a few months after the event 
by Jacques-Louis David makes explicit reference to Hannibal, whose name is writ- 
ten on a rock at Napoleon’s feet, along with that of Charlemagne. The heroism of 
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the image is further increased by the substitution of a rearing horse for Napoleon’s 
historical mule. 

84. Carthage still retained some cachet: Vance (2000, 217n9) notes that “Liver- 
pool’s new classical buildings feature prominently” in Samuel Austin’s 1826 picture, 
The Arrival of Aeneas at the Court of Dido, Queen of Carthage, now at the Walker 
Art Gallery. 

85. Champion (2001, 456). 

86. Champion (2001, 458-59). 

87. Champion (2001, 452); cf. 459. 

88.1 thank Alex Wilson for this observation. 

89. Rawlinson (2005, 23); the quotation is taken from the third edition of the work. 
The first (1889) edition of the same chapter simply notes the “peculiar capacity for 
business” shared by “a small number of nations,” including the Phoenicians, the Eng- 
lish, and the Dutch (1889, 61). Rawlinson also situated a Phoenician colony in the Isles 
of Scilly (1889, 56; 2005, 69-70). 

90. Perrot and Chipiez (1885a, 892): “ceux que l’Angleterre a employés, depuis deux 
siécles, pour établir et pour maintenir, avec une poignée de soldats et des milliers de 
vaisseaux, son immense empire colonial. . . . La difference, c’est que Tyr n’a jamais 
essayé de soumettre et de gouverner les peuples qui habitaient les terres dont elle 
visitait le cOtes. .. . La politique de Tyr était celle que l’Angleterre a suivie 1a ot les 
circonstances ne l’ont pas, comme dans |’Inde, comme dans |’Afrique australe, menée 
plus loin qu'elle ne voulait aller” 

91. Perrot and Chipiez (1885b, 2:431). 

92. Waddell’s Phoenician Origin of the Britons, Scots and Anglo-Saxons (1924) went 
into a third edition in 1931, and a recent textbook on the Canaanites still states it as 
fact that the Phoenicians reached Cornwall (Tubb 1998, 140). One very recent ex- 
ample suggests that Thanet in Kent was the “Isle of Tanit”: http://www.caitlingreen. 
org/2015/04/thanet-tanit-and-the-phoenicians.html. 

93. Bernal (1987, 337-99); Champion (2001, 462). Anti-Semitism was not the only 
prejudice at issue in attitudes toward Carthage, as illustrated by Rudyard Kipling’s 
satirical portrait of a schoolmaster in his 1917 short story “Regulus,” who describes 
the city to his class as “a sort of god-forsaken nigger Manchester.’ I thank Denis 
Feeney for the reference. 

94. Papadopoulos (2005, 130). 

95. Leerssen (1986, 95). 

96. Cullingford (1996, 223-24). 

97. Cullingford (1996, 223). Spenser’s View of the Present State of Ireland (written in 
1596 and published in 1633) was particularly critical. 

98. Kidd (1994, 1199-200); Cullingford (1996); Lennon (2004, 71-72), with the latter 
author noting that Céitinn did not accept the historical reliability of the ancient tales. 

99. O’Flaherty (1685; 1793), with Lennon (2004, 74-80), who again here empha- 
sizes that, like Céitinn, O Flaithbheartaigh did not present the legends as literal 
historical truth. 

100. Lennon (2004, 77). The name of the work was taken from Plutarch’s description 
of an island five days’ sail west of Britain, identified by some of O Flaithbheartaigh’s 
contemporaries with America instead. 

101. O'Flaherty (1793, 2:83). 
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102. Lennon (2004, 62-71). 

103. Leerssen (1996, 288). 

104. Hayton (2012, 27-28). 

105. Hayton (2012, 25). 

106. On Vallancey, see Vance (1981, 226-27); Leerssen (1986, 99-100), and then, 
comprehensively, O'Halloran (1995). 

107. Vallancey (1772, iii). 

108. Vallancey (1772, 1, ix). 

109. Vallancey (1773, iii). 

110. For contemporary critique of this “literary mess.’ see O’Halloran (1995, 168-69). 

111. Vallancey (1786, e.g., 11, 58, 60, 244, 252). 

112. For an entertaining account of Vallancey’s flexible position on this point, see 
Petrie (1845, 12-30). 

113. Vallancey (1786, x). 

114. Vallancey (1772, viii). 

115. Vallancey (1772, vii). 

116. On the limitations of these relationships, see O'Halloran (1995, 167-73), not- 
ing the extent to which over time Vallancey’s political interests moved “away from 
Ireland and into the ambit of British scholars in the East India Company” (173). Val- 
lancey’s work is also influenced by both Bochart and Stukeley, but departs from both 
with enthusiasm, especially when he can correct them from Irish sources. 

117. Leerssen (1986, 95-96). 

118. Vallancey (1772, 3). 

119. O’Halloran (1995, 165), points out that other references to the Carthaginians 
in his work are much less sympathetic. 

120. Parsons (1795, 138). 

121. Parsons (1795, 139); cf. the criticisms of Vallancey as an extremist on 147, al- 
though the argument about Plautus is closely based on the latter’s work. 

122. Parsons (1795, 158). 

123. Parsons (1795, 113-19). 

124. Parsons (1795, 116, 119-25). 

125. Charlotte Brooke (2009, 27n, 158n). On Brooke, see Leerssen (1996, 363-64). 

126. Charlotte Brooke (2009, vii). “Brooke views her role as that of mediator be- 
tween both countries and aspired to better relations between the Irish, the Anglo-Irish 
and the English” (Ni Mhunghaile 2009, xxxvii). 

127. Owenson ([1806] 1999, 88 107, 143); cf. 21n, 41n, 89n. 

128. Owenson debates with her own characters on this point: when the family 
priest associates the Irish practice of keening with the Greeks, a footnote suggests 
that it goes back further, to “the lamentations of David for the friend of his soul, and 
the conclamatio breathed over the Phoenician Dido” (Owenson [1806] 1999, 183). 

129. Campbell (1988, 63). As her entry in the ODNB notes, she later became the first 
woman writer to receive a pension from the British government. 

130. Owenson ([1806] 1999, 250). 

131. Owenson ([1806] 1999, 191). 

132. Leerssen (1986, 102), though see 103-8 on Vallancey’s successors, in particular 
Sir William Betham (1779-1853). 

133. Don Juan (1819-24), canto 8, stanzas 23-24. 
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134. Dunlop (1922, 9). 
135. Dunlop (1922, 8). 


CONCLUSION 


1. Brubaker and Cooper (2000, 6). 

2. Rouse (1995) and Brooks (2011) date this development to the seventeenth or 
eighteenth centuries in European societies, although Taylor (1989) suggests that we 
can already see a move toward this conception of the self in the late antique period. 
For a striking critique of contemporary Western models of identity, see Spivak (1988). 

3. Rouse (1995, 360); cf. 361-62, where he notes further that the rise of the modern 
notion of group identities discourages people “from developing a sensitivity to their 
location in the class structure [and by] privileging issues of prejudice and disenfran- 
chisement, it has either diverted attention from questions of material inequality or 
obscured processes of exploitation by making these inequalities appear to rest primar- 
ily on misplaced attitudes and feelings.” 

4. James Scott (2009, x, 244). 

5. James Scott (2009, 36). 

6. For a selection of views, see Sadan (2010); Chatterjee (2011); Dove et al. (2011). 

7. Cf. James Scott (2009, x, 9). 

8. James Scott (2009, 219). 

9. James Scott (2009, 24). On how genealogies in oral cultures can “act as ‘charters’ 
of present social institutions rather than as faithful historical records of times past,” 
see Goody and Watt (1963, 310). Useful reflections on the actual as opposed to poten- 
tial uses of literacy in the government of Greek city-states can be found in Thomas 
(1992, 128-32). 

10. E. Weber (1979). 

11. L. Thompson (1971). This initative has become notorious not least for the par- 
ticipation of the Norwegian mother of Abba’s Anni-Frid Lyngstad. 

12. Joyce (2000, 244-59), with an English translation by Conor Deane at 108-26, 
from which the text here is taken with minor amendment. 

13. Joyce (2000, 108). 

14. Cullingford (2000, 222). 

15. Joyce (2000, 110). 

16. Joyce (2000, 123). As Katherine Mullin has pointed out to me, one of Joyce’s 
key strategies for ironizing nationalism is through drawing attention to awkward 
overlaps between the English and the Irish varieties. 

17. Joyce (2000, 116); see 115 for particular criticism of simple-minded nationalism, 
tied to the Catholic faith. For the ambiguities in the lecture, see Cullingford (2000), 
who interprets Joyce’s stance in the lecture, by contrast, as “semicolonial.” Katherine 
Mullin notes that the “nationalist tone of Joyce’s lecture was in part designed to win 
the sympathy of an audience of Triestine irredentists” (Mullin 2011, 37). 

18. Joyce (2000, 113). 

19. Joyce (2000, 118). 

20. Joyce (2000, 125). 

21. Joyce (2000, 115). 

22. Joyce (2000, 121). 
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23. On the way in which the Phoenician origins of Ireland undermine the island’s 
Catholic identity in the lecture, see Cullingford (2000, 221-22). 

24. Joyce (2000, 125). 

25. Cullingford (2000, 232-33); cf. 236-37 on how in Ulysses “the Phoenicians, 
legendary voyagers along Mediterranean and Atlantic margins, provide a mythical 
map of the route to ethnic hybridity.” See also, more briefly, Cullingford (1996, 227). 

26. Heaney (2002, 23). 

27. Cullingford (1996, 227-36). 

28. Vendler (1998, 45). 

29. Heaney (1975, 32-34). 

30. McGuinness (1988, 17). Gleitman (1997) discusses McGuinness’s “postmodern” 
rereadings of Irish history in the context of those of his contemporaries, including 
Friel. 

31. McGuinness (1988, 57, 11). 

32. McGuinness (1988, 70). 
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